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ANONYMOUS
Pace 1oF 1

| would like to comment that | do not wish that this

plutonium dump site be at Hanford, Washington. | don't
think that they have proved that they can clean up the m sp
that they already have out there. Let’s do that first and then
project to the future. But right now | do not think Hanford|is
ready is ready for this.

PDO0106-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the propose
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. DOE believes that
Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanug
mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideratid
in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to considd
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that areg
compatible with the Hanford mission.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Storage
and Disposition of Fissile Material. | would like to go on
record stating that action should be conducted at Hanfor
utilizing the FMEF, Feed Material Examination Facility. |
think that any other place in the United States would be 3
total disregard of the capabilities of the Hanford Site and
would result in excessive of costs to do the project. Also
the hype about Hanford is exactly that, it is hype relative
what the anti-nuclear activist are saying. There is no shr|
of proof in anything that they are saying. And | think that
is incumbent upon the Department of Energy to take a
strong stance and to tell them where they can put their

opinions. Itis about time the Department of Energy stands

up, does the right thing rather than the politically correct
easy way out. Thank you for your time and again FMEF i
the name of the game.

o

§

all
[o

ed'

it

Uy

PD009-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities using FMEF at Hanford. DOE believes that
Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup|
mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideratio
in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to consideg
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that are
compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard to the use of
existing facilities.

Alternatives

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. A separate r€osttAnalysis in
Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Dispositio
(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost and schedul
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

B3

odsre] wniudinid snidins

IS

annug jeul4 uon!

—r

JuswaeR 1oeduf |




€en1T—¢

ANONYMOUS
Pace 1oF 1

| believe you should select the Hanford Site as the place fo
bring the stuff. We have had it out here for years. We
know how to handle it. We've never had an accident
involving a fatality out here in regards to nuclear radiation
or any of the material involved. | believe with an existing
structure to house the stuff and handle it you will save
yourselves a lot of money. Thank you.

PDO07%1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplys

plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford’s
efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission
The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration if
identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to considd
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that areg

compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard to the use of existing

facilities.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{

=

contains environmental impact data and does not address the cogts

associated with the various alternatives. A separate r€osttAnalysis in

Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Dispositign
(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost and schedule

estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same timej
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatg

with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

as

03D

uojbuiysem—sasuodsay pue SjUsaWNI0J Juswl



YE0T-€

BentoN CounTy
Pace 10F 2

BENTON COUNTY STATEMENT
U.S. Department of Energy Draft EIS for Plutonium Disposition

We appreciate the opportunity to present the Benton County position on
plutonium disposition.

Let me say at the outset that Benton County supports plans to vitrify and
dispose of scrap plutonium in a national repository and to dispose of excess
plutonium in a commercial reactor using mixed oxide (MOX) fuel.

We do however, have serious concerns with the decision-making process
and the logic used to arrive at the preferred alternatives outlined in the draft
EIS.

1* Point

The decision-making process up to this point has not adequately addressed
cost. Using the Fuels and Materials Examination Facility (FMEF) for MOX
fuel manufacturing provides substantial savings to the American taxpayer
and to the DOE cleanup budget over construction of a new MOX
manufacturing facility at Savannah River. Cost savings become even more
attractive (over $500 million) when you consider co-locating both fuel
fabrication and pit disassembly and conversion. To not fully consider these
cost savings and share this information with the public is incompetent at
best and intentionally misleading at worst.

2™ Point

The notion that the cleanup program at Hanford can’t be completed
effectively while supporting a fuel fabrication and pit
disassembly/conversion is ridiculous! Both the environmental cleanup and
plutonium disposition missions close the loop on the Cold War. When
viewed from this perspective they are extremely compatible and both
missions have local and state support. Washington State Governor Gary
Locke has stated in a letter sent earlier this year to Secretary Pena that he
would accept a MOX program at Hanford on the condition DOE TPA
cleanup commitments are met. We support that position.

WADO7-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the hybrid approach.

WADO7-2 Cost

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiol€oBhAnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and tPleitonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documen
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Hanford will be based or
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

WADO7-3 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities at Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford’s efforts should
remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. The importancq
of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying preferred
sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities. However, no decision hag
been made, and DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium
disposition or other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission

=

o

duj [efaawiuoiAug [euld uonisod:

g

juauwiaje]s J1oe

winiuoinid snidins

N



GEOT-€

BentoN CounTy

PaGE 20F 2
WADO7-4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process
No decisions on the siting of the proposed surplus plutonium dispositio:lle
facilities have been made. DOE analyzed each environmental resource atea
Conclusion in a consistent manner across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparis¢n
My comments are short today. Please see the previous meeting record for a_mong_ _the alt_e_r_natlves and among the candidate sites for surplus pIUt_Onlum
our detailed comments. What you are hearing today, and what you heard at disposition facilities. Allcomments, regardless of how or from whom received

the last meeting on this subject, is not new. What is baffling is your dogged

L : . were given equal consideration and responded to. Decisions on the surplus
determination to ignore the facts and proceed on a pre-determined course. . . " . b d blici t . tal
This is not responsible governance. It cheats the American taxpayers and it pIUtomum dlSpOSItIOﬂ program will be based on public Inpu ) envwopmen a
further damages the credibility of the federal government, and the 4 analyses, technical and cost reports, and national policy and

Department of Energy. nonproliferation considerations.

The EIS should be withdrawn, revised and a new draft issued that gives
balanced consideration to all pertinent issues. And in the future, please
don’t come here and take our comments if you aren’t willing to listen to
what we have to say. It is a waste of time for all involved parties.
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FD338-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. DOl

believes that Hanford’s efforts should remain focused on its current
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wag
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE wi
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threg
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner. Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in
domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this. To thi
end, surplus plutonium would be subject to stringent control, and the MOX
facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by th
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. For reactor,
irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating reactord
to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation would
be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing. After irradiation, the MOX|
fuel would be removed from the reactor and managed with the rest of th
spent fuel from the reactor, eventually being disposed of at a potential geolog
repository built in accordance with the NWPA.
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CHANTLER , JOAN
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US DOE needs to hear your voice NOW!

Id Clean Up be the sole mission at Hanford?
No

2. Should the United States Government maintain its longstanding policy against the use

pons Plutonium to fuel civilian nuclear reactors?
(e No

3. jch alternative would you prefer to see the US Department of Energy pursue:

@- n (encasement of plutonium in glass-like tombs)
Or

The MOX plan (burning plutonium to fabricate fuel for use in a civilian nuclear

reactor)?

4. Should Plutonium. to be used for processing and fabrication of MOX fuel, be

imported to the Hanford siteal&ﬁ&)lmbia River?
Yes

5. How concerned are you about the transportation of Plutonium through the Northwest?
Not concerned  slightly concerned  very concerned cptfipletely opposed
B. How concerned are you about the transport through th®-NeriSixesto
containing weapons Plutonium?

Not concerned  Slightly concemed  Very concernedgCothplietely opposed

6. Should commercial nuclear power plants be allowed to run on MOX fuel containing

wefigany Plutonium? ”

._ > ; -t Tollars to do so?

B6uld they be subsidized

7. Should MOX fuel containing weapons Plutonium be used to restart the FFTF reactor

at Hanford to produce Tritium forauctearfombs?
Yes
Name \eoam [ &/\M\. ng
Address

Phone

Please retu? tl'ucs)toa) \l C‘ ‘5 \ﬁ
Hanford Action

25-6 NW 23" Place #406

Portland, OR 97214

(503) 235-2531

MD289-1 DOE Policy

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curreng
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wad
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutoniumn
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

MD289-2 Nonproliferation

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic

commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemigal

separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fissiof

products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium

to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to nation
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. Consistent with {
U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by th
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the dispositior
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

MD289-3 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuir]
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing eithd
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportuni
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.
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CHANTLER , JOAN
Pace 20F 4

Under the hybrid approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutonium
metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. DOE has determined that 17
(19 tons) of the surplus plutonium would be immobilized due to the complexity,
timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials
to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel. Therefore, fabricating all 50 t
(55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not considered a reasonabld
alternative at this time and is not analyzed; however, immobilizing all of the
surplus plutonium is analyzed. Given the variability in purity of the surplus
plutonium to be dispositioned, some of the plutonium currently considered
for MOX fuel fabrication may also need to be immobilized. The incremental
impacts that would be associated with a small shift in materials throughpu
are discussed in Section 4.30.

MD289-4 Transportation

dsig wnitoinjd snjdins
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The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commerci
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which rout
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached ofitta \Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managin
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Was
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and thWIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EI®OE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). The transportation
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOFE’
Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times that specifi
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classifi
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, b
location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details are provide
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation
Estimation(SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web
site at http://www.doe-md.com.

MD289-5 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order tq
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of th
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proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium b
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Pace 30oF 4

meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified

NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium

as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger g
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercia|
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would

displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective

value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, the
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Governme

by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercil

reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors who!

operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutoniuny

disposition program.

MD289-6 DOE Policy
As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of {

proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as

afuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FF]
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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MD289-7 Water Resources
As described in Section 4.26.1.2, surface water would not be used i

construction and operation of the proposed surplus plutonium dispositiof

facilities at Hanford. Due to the dilution capability of the Columbia River, as
well as FMEF’s location relative to the Columbia River, there would be no
discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting
from the proposed facilities at Hanford, either from minute quantities of air
deposition into the river or from any other potential wastewater releases
Therefore, no discernible impacts on the Columbia River would be expecteq
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Hi, my name is M. B. Condon. I'm leaving a comment for the
Surplus Plutonium Draft EIS. This comment is for myself

and for Tim Young. Our address is 380 llsa Way,
Goldendale, Washington, 98620. Our phone number is (509)
773-6991. And I'm going to read a statement we prepared.
We tried to fax it into this number according to your
message but were not able to get through and we are aware
that the deadline is today, September 16. So I'm going to
read a long statement in and we're also going to mail it, but |
want this included in the public record. We want the
following questions, concerns, and assumptions addressed
in the Surplus Plutonium Draft EIS.

What classified toxic elements are contained in nuclear
warhead pits and how much toxic pollution is going to be
created by the separation of those elements from plutoniyni?
Where are the toxic waste products going to be stored and
how are they going to be handled?

Which specific reactors in the United States are going to pe
licensed to burn plutonium? How are reactors that were
never designed for this fuel going to be tested and certified
before allowing plutonium radiation to be generated by

them? How are the safety records of commercial reactor
operators going to be factored into the decisions to allow 2
them to use plutonium as a reactor fuel? Why should
reactors that are scheduled for decommissioning be allowed
to continue operating beyond their scheduled life span and
then be allowed to utilize a fuel they were never designed to
burn?

PD062-1 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

A pit is made of plutonium, which consists mainly of the isotope plutonium
239. Pit plutonium can contain trace amounts of a variety of hazardou
impurities such as beryllium and lead. These contaminants are expected|to
remain entrained in the plutonium dioxide material. The very low levels of
contaminants do not adversely affect the MOX and immobilization
approaches, and inclusion of the polishing step in the MOX facility would
remove a good deal of the contaminants. Some pits may also be contaminated
with tritium, a radioisotope of hydrogen, which can be removed by heating
the pit material in a vacuum furnace to drive off the tritium gas. Another
element, which may be present in pit plutonium at low levels, but above trace
amounts, is gallium, which is added as an alloying agent. Because hig
levels of gallium may adversely affect MOX fuel performance, it would be
removed during the plutonium polishing process, as discussed i
Section 2.4.3.2. The pit conversion process would generate some LLW and
TRU waste and a very small amount of mixed LLW and hazardous wastg.
These wastes include spent filters, used containers and equipment, paper
and cloth wipes, protective clothing, shielding, solvents, and cleanin
solutions. In general, these wastes contribute to less than 4 percent of
existing wastes at all the candidate sites and would be handled as part of
site waste management practice. A description of waste generation a
management is provided in Appendix H.

)
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PD062-2 MOX Approach

Although no U.S. commercial reactors are licensed to use plutonium-basq
fuel, several are designed to use MOX fuel, and others can easily accommod
a partial MOX core. Therefore, DOE conducted a procurement process {
acquire MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services. As a result of thig
procurement, DOE identified Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna as thd
reactors proposed to irradiate MOX fuel as part of the proposed action in th
SPD EIS. In accordance with a stipulation ofRiSP for MOX Fuel
Fabrication and Reactor Irradiation Servigghese are new reactors, that
is, reactors whose operational life is expected to last beyond the life of th
surplus plutonium disposition program. The selected team, DCS, would
have to apply for a reactor operating license amendment for each individu
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Pace 20F 6

reactor before it can use MOX fuel. For this amendment, the licensee woul
have to demonstrate that all safety, testing, and environmental impacts ha

been addressed as well as complete the public hearing process. In additip

NRC would evaluate license applications and monitor the operations of bot
the MOX facility and the commercial reactors selected to use MOX fuel to
ensure adequate margins of safety. Section 4.28 was revised to provi
reactor-specific analyses and discuss the potential environmental impacts
using a partial MOX core during routine operations and reactor accidents,

]
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Pace 30F 6

Specifically, how much radioactive waste will be created by

each step of plutonium reprocessing from the removal of
plutonium oxide from bomb cores, the creation of MOX
fuels, the transportation of all radioactive materials,
including the waste products to the generation of
electricity and possibly the production of tritium? How
much more radioactive waste will be generated by each
reactor that will be allowed to operate beyond its
decommissioning date compared to amount of radioactivg
waste created if the reactor were retired on schedule?

How are DOE and the commercial reactor operators going
to protect the public and the environment from the
radioactive hazards posed by the generation of more
nuclear waste from the burning of MOX fuels, when both
the DOE and commercials operators have no idea of how
protect the public and the environment from the radiation
hazards presently posed by the burning of uranium in
reactors?

What specific transportation means and routes will be usj‘ed

to transport the weapons grade plutonium, MOX fuels, a
the resulting nuclear and toxic waste? How will the publig
be notified so there elected officials can participate in the
creation of disaster plans in the case of a mishap? Wha
specific plans are in place for nuclear mishaps along the
transportation routes and are they adequate to protect t
public, crops, livestock, and the environment from

exposure in the case of an accident or intentional

D

destructive act?

PD062-3

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding waste generati
and management. Waste streams that would be generated by the
conversion, immobilization, and MOX facilities are detailed in the Waste
Management sections in Chapter 4 of Volume | and Appendix H. As describg
in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be produced
using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial reactors. Spen
fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected to char
dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU
assemblies. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very small fractio
of the total that would be managed at the potential geologic repository.

Waste Management

The transportation requirements for the surplus plutonium dispositior
program are also evaluated in this SPD EIS. The shipment of waste will Q
done in accordance with the decisions reached orFitha Waste

Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managini;
e

Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Was
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and thWIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EI®OE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997).

The production of tritium in a commercial light water reactor is being evaluate(
in a separate DOE ElSinal EIS for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial
Light Water ReactaiDOE/EIS-0288, March 1999).

In choosing reactors to use the MOX fuel fabricated under the surplu
plutonium disposition program, DOE looked at the criteria of reactor age

DOE chose only reactors whose planned operating life extended through th

full life cycle of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

PD0624 Human Health Risk

DOE and NRC are committed to protecting the health and safety of th
public. This includes designing, constructing, and operating DOE- an(
NRC-regulated facilities (e.g., domestic, commercial reactors) in such a wa
as to continually provide a level of safety and reliability that meets or exceed
established standards. DOE and commercial reactors also have plans g
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programs for the safe management and ultimate disposal of their nuclea

waste. Section 4.28 addresses the issue of waste generation by thd
domestic, commercial reactors designated to irradiate MOX fuel.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response FD062

PD062-5 Transportation

DOE anticipates that transportation of plutonium pits, nonpit plutonium,
MOX fuel, and HEU (i.e., special nuclear materials) required to disposition|
surplus plutonium would be done through the DOE Transportation
Safeguards Division using SST/SGTs as described in Appendix L.3.2. Th
shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial carrie

dins

a snj

would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes an
specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans a
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. For emergency respons
planning, all shipments are coordinated with appropriate law enforceme
and public safety agencies. If requested, DOE will assist these officials wit
response plans, and, if necessary, with resources in accordance with DQ
Order 5530.3Radiological Assistance ProgranDOE has developed and
implemented a Radiological Assistance Program to provide assistance in g
types of radiological accidents. Through this coordination and liaison
program, DOE offers in-depth briefing at the State level.

The transportation of depleted uranium oxide and waste (i.e., non-speci
nuclear materials) would be done using commercial carriers. Nuclear materi
shipments must comply with both NRC and DOT regulatory requirements
Appendix L.3.3 provides details on the transportation of this type of materialg
and the transportation route selection process. DOT routing regulation
require that shipments of radioactive material be transported over a preferrd
highway network including interstate highways, with preference toward
bypasses around cities, and State-designated preferred routes.

The dates and times that specific transportation routes would be used f
special nuclear materials are classified information; however, the number g

shipments that will be required, by location, has been included in this SPD EI$.

Additional details are provided Fissile Materials Disposition Program
SST/SGT Transportation Estimat@AND98-8244, June 1998), which is
available on the MD Web site at http:\\www.doe-md.com.
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Conpon, M.B., ET AL.

Pace 50F 6
PD062-6 Alternatives
We, M.B. Condon and Tim Young, are totally opposed to the DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach anfl
reprocessing of weapons-grade plutonium into MOX fuel to support for the immobilization approach to surplus plutonium disposition.

be burned in commercial nuclear reactors. Furthermore, we
believe there should be no taxpayer subsidies to commergial
operators to allow them to use MOX fuels in reactors that
were never designed to do so and to allow the life of reactors
to be extended beyond their scheduled decommissioning
date. The DOE and the commercial nuclear industries shquld
not be allowed to initiate any programs that will create more 6
radioactive and toxic wastes when the technology doesn’t
exist to deactivate and neutralize the waste created over the
last 50 years by industry and the Government. We suppoft
the isolation and vitrification of weapons-grade plutonium

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemigal
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fissiof
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to national
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons.

Although this is an inadequate solution to the radioactive Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order t
waste problem, it at least offers some assurance that these subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this
materials won't find their way into nuclear weapons in the proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium bly
future. meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified py
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutoniuey
Finally, we have no confidence in the DOE's ability to safely as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger 4Rl
and securely transport weapons-grade plutonium and MOX growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial 3
fuel to reactor sites. The public and their elected power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would | S
representatives are totally uninformed and unprepared for displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. Ifthe effectivg o
any nuclear mishaps that could result. And we don’t think value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, thep®
that the DOE or the nuclear industry has the will or the the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Governmehg
resources to adequately prepare the public for the possible by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercigfS
dangers that these materials represent to their communities. reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors who ,g
We are also unwilling to give up any of our rights so that operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutoniuni3
these materials can be moved “securely” through our disposition program. >
communities. Thank you and we will be sending our 2
comments through the mail. We would like to be submitted Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI$]
in the public record as we have recorded them on this contains environmental impact data and does not address the coqt§
message of September 16, 1998. Thank you. associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @pstrinalysis

—Sa

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
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Pace 60F 6

estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docu{@&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuin
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing eithe
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunit
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

PD062-7 DOE Policy

It is DOE’s policy that plutonium shipments must comply with applicable
DOT and NRC regulatory requirements. The highway routing of nuclear
material is systematically determined according to DOT regulations 49 CFR 17
through 179 and 49 CFR 397 for commercial shipments. Transportation
special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST
SGT system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguar
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE—owned carg
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
fatality or release of radioactive material. As indicated in Section 2.18, nq
traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological
exposures or vehicle emissions would be expected for any of the surply
plutonium disposition alternatives proposed at the candidate sites. A
description of the transportation activities is given in Section 2.4.4.
Transportation risks and steps to mitigate the risks are analyzed in Chapten
of Volume | and Appendix L.
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Leslic C. Davenport
Senior Engineer, Nuclear Safety (Retired)
1922 Mahan Avenue
Richland, WA 99352-2121

August 20, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
c/o SPD EIS

P.O. Box 23786

‘Washingtou, D.C. 20026-31736

Gentlamen:

Flease include the following in the record of public comments for the “Surplus Plutonium Disposition Enviromnental
Tinpact Statemeni™ (SPD EIS). If there are questions, please conlsct me at my home telephone, (509) 946-4409,

T anpport the HYBRID APPROACH of ALTERNATIVE 3B for sumins phaninm disposition. T support the use of
33 metric tons or more to make MOX fuel. I support IMMOBILIZATION of the completcly unusable scrap and waste
(in. CERAMIC form) using the CAN-IN-CANISTER method. However, only the initial 8 metric tons Grat was declared
as surplus {waste, low-purily, nonpit pluteniun) rot suitable for use in MOX fuel should be immobilized promptly.
The remaining 9 metric wns that was later declared surplus/waste should be retained until the MOX fuel fabrication
process is operating to see if some of this Pu conld be used in producing MOX fucl afier all

I agree that HANFORD'S TOP PRIORITY MUST REMAIN ENVIRONMENTAL CLEANUP, but do not believe it
ass 1o be Hanford's sole mission!

Alternative 4P involves pit storage at Pamex (hoth continuing long term for weapons stockpile pits, and short term until
surplus pits arc converted). The Pit Disasscmbly and Conversien Facility (PD&CF) should be lozated at Pantex. This
will provide high securily for the pits at Pantex antil (hey ace reduced (o an unclassified geomeiry, sinve Panlex alrcady
has most of the U.$. imvertory of pits. The Fuels and Materials Examination Facility (FMEF} at Hanford should be
nsed for MOX Fuel Fabrication Pacility and possibly tha Tmmobilization Facility. The alternative would be immohili-
zation af the TTigh Level Waste Vitrificalion Facility (IILWVF) to be constructed at [Tanferd. Hanford is the only DOG
site with extensive expeti in icati and testing of MIDX fuel (e.g., MOX fuel for FIFI'F and other
research reactors was fabricated at Hanford).

The FMEF is an existing facility that was designed for plutonium processing, is uncontaminated and hence easy fo
modify, is built to modern safcty standards in DOF’s Gengral Diesign Criteria, is licensable by the NRC, and meets
NQA-{ cquivalent standards. DOEMD-0005 {L996) states in part that the FMEE is the . lcast cost building option. .
capital cost savings on the order of $200 million... Well suitzd to accomplish th: MOX fabrication missivi.” FMEF
Tas 250,000 {1’ on six levels, in which there is space for plovebox operations, het cell operations, facility services,
radiation control, and officcs. FMEF offors proven operable systems with the least cost and schedule risk and is the
quickest aplion to address the Congressional recommendation to rapidly reduce proliferation risk throwgh pit
disassembly and MOX fuel fabrication. The National Academy of Sciences evaluated ML as the lowest cost, most
expeditious, and leading candidate option for MOX fuel fabrication. Further, Haoford already has complets
itasliueiure and waste handling Gicilites in place, und will soon Lave a high-level wuste vitrification ficility and
associated analytical laboratorics.

Please reconsider the initial decision to locate both the PD&CF and Immobilization Facilities at the Savannah River Site
{SRS). Please addtess timing cousiderations and honest comparisons b bring existing or new fagilitisy gn-ling wnd
detertine the most expeditious und economical way to proceed in an ACCURATE, POLITICALLY UNBIASED
manngr. The signifi dvantages of di ficarion and ntilization of existing resonrecs At Hanford is exttemely
important, and does not make the mistake of granling one site in the DOE complex all of the new missions.

Sincerely,

Lo

Leslic €. Davenport,

Senior Engincer, Nuclear Safety (Retired)
Consultant, Criticality Safcty

cu: Senator Slade Gorton, Congressman Doc Hastings MD123

MD123-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of Alternative 4B for surplud
plutonium disposition. DOE has identified as its preferred alternative thd
hybrid approach. Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication
provides the United States important insurance against potentigl
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid

Alternatives

approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working

with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excesy
plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to th
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium ag
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult tg
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutonium metal and oxides would bq
used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be irradiated in domestic, commercig|
reactors. In th&torage and Disposition PESOD, DOE committed to
immobilizing at least 8 t (9 tons) of surplus, low-purity, nonpit plutonium.
Since the ROD was issued, however, DOE has identified that an additional
(10 tons) of low-plutonium-content materials would require additional
processing, and would therefore be unsuitable for MOX fuel fabrication dud
to the complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those
plutonium materials.

MD123-2

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curren
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wag
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutoniumn
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE wi
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or othern
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regar
to the use of existing facilities.

Alternatives

UB SjuaWinooq JUsiwo?)

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cog
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @pstrinalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable PIutoniun||
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Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docu{@&it/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisiong
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EISROD.
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//y"ﬂf/lw// 105 g7
The U.S. Department of Energy needs to hear you voice NOW!
What do you think about a new era of nuciear prollferalion?

Hantord Action of Oregon will forward this questionnairs to USDOE Plnn circle your rnponus

1 Shgdj@n -up be the solé missidn at Hanford? 2274 M

No Fo clan Y fﬁé //74//@‘”
2. Should the United States go: maintain its policy opposing the use of weapons

ph@ésomelcwmannudwmc(m" ﬂ%ﬂf !Z e m MW

Ulho AL L W ;
3. Should commercial nuc]earreactombeallowcdtorunonMOXfuclconmmn weapons-grade | .
pinonium? Dumbe hae Aie fn/u{ ’MW

Yes 7 WW

3a. Should they be subsidized wi dollars lo do so?
Yes (No) /42370 W«a@/‘ff‘yﬁ

would you preferto see the U.S. Depanmcm of Enexgy pulsue

immobilizajion (ghcasement of piutonium in glass logs, or i nnisters for entomb yy\ -fo
m I e A W s 65;

The MOX plan (procassmg plulonlum into fuel for use in civilian nuclear reactors).

5. How concerned are you about the transportation

Not concerned Slightly Concerned ory Concsmedw Compla(eiy opposed

6. How d are you about P jum MOX fuel g

Not concamed Slightty Concemed ﬁery Concerned Compiately opp:

7. Should MOX fuel be used to restart the Fast Flux Text Facility (FFTF), a risky liquid-metal reactor

a1 Hanford, to produce tritium fof nuclear bombs? /VéV&V sfu/y.f Mdfﬁl FF]’F
Yes @ 7 2
Name ochells é-&//ﬂ
Tacoma W _FH4Y -55

Address"_;’&; ya C §7L 5
JI5H avd 2T, M“ﬁ;‘/—

Phone

Please return to Hanford Action of Oregon by September 10, 1998. ﬁ

Hanford Action of Oregon
256 NW 23rd PL 4406 te: (032352024 fax: (503)73%6-0097  emuik hannie@solcom

MD276-1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s view on cleanup of former weapon
production sites. Weapons production was necessary for national secur
in the past, and now cleanup is necessary to provide a better environment 1
future generations.

Q‘QU)

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curreng
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wad
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutoniumn
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

MD276-2

An objective of the arms reduction is to make sure that the weapons materigls
declared surplus would not be used for weapons again. Converting the
surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in domestic, commercial reactors
is an effective way to accomplish this objective. Turning surplus plutonium
into highly radioactive spent fuel would make reuse of this plutonium
technically difficult, time consuming, and very costly.

Nonproliferation

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spef
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemi
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fissio
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uraniu
to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent wit
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to natio
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. Consistent with {
U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by th
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the dispositior
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.
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MD276-3 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach td
surplus plutonium disposition. Analyses provided in Section 2.18.3 andg
Chapter 4 of Volume | for the alternatives that include MOX fuel fabrication
and irradiation show that potential impacts would likely be minor.

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order tq
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of th
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium b
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified

NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutoniun
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger g
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would

displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, ther
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Governme
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercig
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whos
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutoniun
disposition program.

MD276-4 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuin
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing eithd
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunit
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Under the hybrid approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutonium
metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. DOE has determined that 17
(19 tons) of the surplus plutonium would be immobilized due to the complexity,
timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials
to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel. Therefore, fabricating all 50 t
(55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not considered a reasonable
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alternative at this time and is not analyzed; however, immobilizing all of thg
surplus plutonium is analyzed. Given the variability in purity of the surplus
plutonium to be dispositioned, some of the plutonium currently consideredl
for MOX fuel fabrication may also need to be immobilized. The incremental
impacts that would be associated with a small shift in materials throughpy
are discussed in Section 4.30.

—

Testing is under way to confirm that the immobilized plutonium would meet
the performance criteria for disposal in a potential geologic repository pursuat
to the NWPA.

MD276-5 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercigl
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routgs
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans dre
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of wastg
would be in accordance with the decisions reached ofitta¢ Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managin?
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Was{e
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and thWIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EI®OE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). The transportation
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE’S
Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times that specif
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classifi
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by
location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details are provide
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation Estimatior
(SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web site af
http:/Mmww.doe-md.com.

MD276-6 DOE Policy

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of {
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium
afuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FF]
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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HanrForD ATomic MEeTAL TRADES COUNCIL
KEemH A. SvITH , JR.
Pace 10F 3
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| am concerned that the U S Department of Energy may n

Dt

give cost the importance it deserves when selecting a sife at

which Pu pit disassembly will occur and MOX fuel
fabrication takes place. The Hanford Atomic Metal Trades
Council believes the FMEF at Hanford to be the best loca
at which to perform pit disassembly and MOX fuel
fabrication and should be placed high on the options list
these operations. Siting these operations elsewhere to
Hanford would materially add to the taxpayer burden by
necessitating the construction of an entire new facilicty in
which to perform the the pit disassembly and MOX fuel
prouduction. Costs to upgrade Hanford facilities would ¢
much less. Much more less than to what the DOE now gi
credence. That is due to the way the DOE estimates cost
the result of creative perspectives designed to put the be
light on the preconceived notions of certain out of touch
officials.

The Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council would like to
propose an independent review and some cost-benefit
analyses of the different Sites which have been or are now
lacking in honesty and candor.

The Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council requests the
decision for Siting the MOX fuel program and Pit
disassembly operation to be reexamined and the FMEF b

D

given full consideration for implementation in the forseeable

future. To fail that and wind up spendiing hundreds of
millions of dolllars more than necessary would seem to th
Council to result in more reductions in available clean up
dollars and put the entire clean up program in jeopardy.

1%

WDO007
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WDO007-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities in FMEF at Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford's efforts
should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. Theg
importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying
preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities. However, no
decision has been made, and DOE will continue to consider Hanford fof
surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that are compatible with thg
Hanford mission, especially in regard to the use of existing facilities.

Alternatives

dsig wniuoinjd snjdins

14

E] geu_/:/ uoIIso

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiol€oBhAnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and tPleitonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documen
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse$
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

E

elu

WDO007-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has analyzed each environmental resource area in a consistent man
across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparison among the alternative

and among the candidate sites for the proposed surplus plutonium dispositipn

facilities.

Funds for the surplus plutonium disposition program and the environmentd
cleanup program come from different appropriation accounts allocated by
the U.S. Congress that cannot be used interchangeably. Decisions on {
surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio
considerations, and public input.
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HanrForD Atomic METAL TRADES COUNCIL
KemH A. SvITH , JR.
Pace 20F 3

In the interest of saving dollars the Council also offers thé
represented work force at Hanford as a source of
experienced workers and those who are trained to handle
fissile material for the MOX fuel and pit disassembly
activity. The Council is fully prepared to engage any new
employer in a cooperative spirit and to facilitate the
movement of experienced and trained workers into new
missions with new, private employers, even as we are doihg
now with Johnson Controls. British Nuclear Fuels, the
Vitrification Plant contractor has already expressed and
interest in forming a working relationship with the Council
and that willingness has been reciprocated.

The lastest edition of the Scientific American contains the
report of a study which asserts that an organized work
force is sixteen percent above the baseline in efficiency
while a non-union work force is eleven percent below the
baseline in efficiency. That should clearly place the
Hanford Workforce at an advantage for cost effectiveness
and thereby free up dollars for clean up.

Budget crunch at Hanford has already begun to stretch the
existing work force beyond reasonable limits. It has come to
the place where in some cases if two people are lost due|to
vacations or illness, no work can be done. We do not need
further cuts and to irresponsibly site the MOX fuel
production and pit disassembly somewhere beside Hanfgrd
will surely result in fewer dollars for cleanup.
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HanrForD ATomic MEeTAL TRADES COUNCIL
KEemH A. SvITH , JR.
Pace 30F 3

The Hanford Atomic Metal Trades Council represents ov
2,600 workers on the Site. These are the people who do
work and bear the greatest risk and responsibility on a d
basis, for working with and around nuclear materials of e
type. The U S Department of Energy would not regret siti
the disassembly of Pu pits and the manufacture of MOX
at the FMEF at Hanford.
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HaANFORD COMMUNITIES
HonNoRrABLE LARRY HALER
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Hanford _
Communities
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Hanford Comsemiblen’ doadaiis dbiir szvirpomeatsl clisanep af e Nasfead
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In esssindig che Dodget poojections fer 3FEE 8d bodger tangesa for
3¥EE, evan in the higheii sdas badger scaneciap: Jumddng wiil fall shadb
o coesring bek clsafAp Teguimsmsote dn our TracTasly Rgrsemsct. Iz
e wdddtion srrrironmesial alesaug
BlLLodE O ENST ITE Teeporaikkil
fian aind plozamies ddppeaiiclen. Me adtisdlpacs
sxliticg programe will ®e drevs dewn LD Sovar ooRR
cheps v pem shbbdallveds. ™ becsces sears of bhim siiuallad L @sstinogn

v beind wETR wraff wt che Jffiew ol Badagessct acd Judest ia Harch Thap
informesd ue bhah me Gev edsy woeld ba pliccsted e Ghe Depesbesar af
Ereargy. Ve ballewe. chersfors, whed bb e edsaitlsl fer s Departmenk
ga  put  politlzsl = miiak  Gailds and Ipok Por Wb lewmad SCdE
altereativs, which would B co ups smissieg Sasfeed Secdiliziss Er
spsnepllil chass s mipwkons

FRIT FRTE TENT FACELITE

Enford'y Fasi Pl Tedc Facdlicy de the mevssh sl mbEt i
reariad Lk cha D00 Complien, Medencly compleced souds irdin
chiw Ewcility wardid dariscs conmidsration doc the p shipil of ericies
b mawd ke defEcss osedn of ke Oeifed Tratas. pocantial [ar
praducisy sadical fowispaid Ja =f percicular Gsgorterss CE TRE
phraneemsnl  af Seddasl scléccs and the aromemis stabiblicy of our
dommrnicisn. FFEF Sae hissadidelly ron oo oissd oxide fesl add
chareiors ibecld sddiblesslly bd conaddessd for the moke i =sa play Ln
plataalus ddaposisian,

WADO04-1 Cost

Funds are not being taken from DOE'’s budget for environmental cleanup i
order to support surplus plutonium disposition. Funds for the surplus
plutonium disposition program and the environmental cleanup program com
from different appropriation accounts allocated by the U.S. Congress th4
cannot be used interchangeably.

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curren
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wad
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutoniumn
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE wi
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regar
to the use of existing facilities.

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiol€oBhAnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp

Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and fRletonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documen
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

WADO04-2 DOE Policy
As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of {

proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium

afuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FF]
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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FUELS AND MATERIALS EXAMINATION FACILITY

At our lunch meeting a mcnth ago we discussed the advantages of using
the Fuels and Materials Examination Facility (FMEF) located Zirectly
adjacent to FFTF for various tasks asgsociated with plutonium
digpositicn. This unigque facility was built for the purpcse of
manufacturing mixed oxide (MOX) fuel for the nation’s breeder reactor
program. It is the only existing building in the country that can house
both plutonium pit disassembly and conversion and mixed oxide fuel
manufacturing im the same facility. Colocating these functions in one
building will save hundreds of millions of dollars in operting and
capital costs.

We also indicated to you that we, and others in the DOE Complex, helieve
there appears to be a strong bias on the part of DOE Headquarters’ staff
tg locate all aspects of plutonium disposition facilities at the
Savannah River Site. We have drawn this cenclusion for many reasons.
Last year, the Department completed a Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS) addressing storage and disposition coptions for weapons
useable fissile materials. The local Advisory Committee we appointed to
analyze that PEIS, came to the conclusion that decision making criteria
were heavily biaged to achieve a Savannah River outcome. For yous
information, we have enclosed the critigues submitted by our communities
and comments proevided by DOE-Richland regarding the PEIS and the
supporting techmnical summary documents. While extensive analysis 4is
included in the technical documentsa regarding Savannah River facilities,
virtually no considexation is given to facilities at Hanford. We are
seeing thig same bias surface in the current Environmental Impact
Statement process.

NOTICE OF INTENT

In March, several of our local ealected officials attended an Energy
Communities Alliance meeting in Washington, D.C. While there, we
discovered that the Department was about to issue a Notice of Intent to
proceed with an Environmental Impact Statement designating Savannah
River as the preferred alternative site for both plutenium
immobilization and mixed gxide fuel fabrication., When we inquired why
sueh a decision had been made prior to a full enviroamental impact
assessment, wa were given the following answers:

1. “It will be easier and cheaper tc license a new building with the
Ruclear Regulatory Commission as opposed to an existing
facility.” The NRC has =not provided such advice to the

Department of Enexgy.

2. “There will be strong oppesition on the part of environmentalists
in the Northwest to plutonium disposition functions occurring at
Hanford.” We encourage Department staff to look at a letter they
received from the Military Pzoduction Network in December opposing
any consideration of mixed oxide fuel for plutonium disposition
anywhere in the country. Most of the organizations are located in
the Eastern United States.

n
S
=l
&
WADO04-3 Alternatives o
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for collocating pit disassembl §
and conversion and MOX fuel fabrication in FMEF at Hanford. Although g
cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS contain3

environmental impact data and does not address the costs associated W
the various alternatives. A separate cost refort Analysis in Support of
Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposition
(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost estimatey
for each alternative, was made available around the same time as t
SPD Draft EIS. This report and tRkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs
and Cost-Related Comment Resolution DocuniP@E/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

WADO04-4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

For this SPD EIS, DOE carefully obtained comparable data on all of thg
alternatives, analyzed the data in a consistent manner using well-recogniz{
and accepted procedures, and presented the results in a full and open man
To properly address this comment, DOE again reviewed the subject critiqu
together with the source material on the Hanford and SRS sites. The revie
indicated that all information from Hanford and SRS had been evaluated an
used in a consistent, unbiased manner.

WADO04-5

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surpl(
plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. An NOI statement on a preferred
alternative is not a decision. The DOE statement regarding the potentil
difficulty of NRC licensing one of a number of facilities collocated in one

building was based on DOE's understanding of NRC’s regulatory

NRC Licensing

(7]

requirements at the time of the Richland scoping hearing. Because a number
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of attendees at the Richland hearing indicated that there were precedents for

NRC licensing collocated facilities, DOE met with NRC to discuss the issue
and included several alternatives (4B, 6B, and 6D) in the SPD Draft EIS thgt
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Additiocpally, at the EIS Scoping Meeting held in Richland on July
1, 1997, spokesmen for twa of the most vecal Hanford stakeholdex
environmental arganizations offered tastimony indicating that any
plutonium digposition function at Hanford must not have a negative

digpesition role. The combined attendance at the afternocon and
evening meetings was over 150 people. The Department received
overwhelming testimony in support of plutonium disposition
functions being located at Hanford.

COST COMPARISONS

During the summer we learned that the Department was net intending to
includa cost considerations in identifying plutonium disposition sites.
We do not know if this decision has been reconsidered. However, the

locating plutonium disposition tasks would be faverable only to Hanford.
By rejecting this increasingly important criteria, advantages of using
the Hanford Site are diminished if not eliminated.

NRC LICENSING

At the Richland scoping meeting om July 1, 1897, the public was also
informed that there would be an NRC licensing problem with co-locating
plutenium pit disassembly, plutonium conversion, and MOX fuel assembly

provided such advica to the Department of Energy and received no
response. Our own conversations with NRC indicate that not only has such
a decision not been made, but that specific discussions had not begun at
that time.

SIZE OF FMEF - CO-LOCATION COST ADVANTAGES

We were advised at the scoping meeting that FMEF is not large enough to
accommedate these various functions based on an analysis that was done
by the Natiomal Laboratories. We indicated that nuclear fuel
manufacturers, firms who have actually made mixed oxide fual, have
carefully analyzed the layout of the facility and have drawn the
conclugion that there is adequate spacs to accommedate the various
functions. This was affirmed as recently as August 19297 when a study

by Siemens Power Corporation in July also affirming that the facility
has adegquate space is enclomed for your information. We are enclosing
other documentation about the capabilities of the facilitvy. This
material has previously been provided to the Materials Dispesition (MD)
Office in DOE Headgquartexs. We keep providing documentation and MD
staff keep coming up with new and creative reascns not to accept it.
Frankly, this has becoma extremely frustrating.

We recognize that the seniority and political clout cf the membera of
Congress from the State of Washington is not equal to that of members of
Congress from the vicinity of the Savapnah River Site. However, Congresa 9
and the Administration appear fully committed te balaneing the budget in
the next several years. Basad on our conversations with staff at tha

WADO04

impact on the Hanford cleanup. They did not reject & plutonium 5

evaluation of capital costs and the operational cost savings of co- 6

in one building. We asked who, in the Nuclear Regulatory Commigssion, had 7

team sent by DOE Headquarters visited the facility. A letter submitted 8

collocate the MOX facility with one of the other proposed facilities in FMEF

at Hanford. The decision that all three facilities would not be collocated in
FMEF was made not because of potential NRC licensing issues, but rathpr
because there is not enough space in FMEF to accommodate all three facilitigs.
While no specific issues were identified for FMEF, NRC indicated that overall
regulation of a collocated facility may be complicated and burdensomsg,
depending on the degree of integration of the MOX facility and other nucleaf
facilities that would not be regulated by NRC.

WADO04-6 Cost
This comment is addressed in response WAB04

WADO04—-7 NRC Licensing
This comment is addressed in response WAB04

WADO04-8 NRC Licensing

Collocation alternatives continue to be considered that involve the use ¢
FMEF at Hanford. Alternatives 2 and 11A include collocating the
immobilization and pit conversion facilities; Alternative 4B, the immobilization
and MOX facilities; and Alternative 6B, the MOX and pit conversion facilities.
The only alternative eliminated for consideration in this SPD EIS was
collocating all three proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities in FMEF,
based on space requirements. The most current data available shows
size required for each of the three proposed facilities preclude the use
FMEF.

—

WADO04-9 Cost
This comment is addressed in response WAB04

uojBUIYSE—SaSUOASaY pue SJUBWNIOGHURLLILIOD



8G0T1—¢

HaANFORD COMMUNITIES
HoNorABLE LARRY HALER
Pace 40F 4

Office of Management and Budget, we don’t anticipate that any new money
will be provided to the Department for plutonium disposition or tritium
production. Thezrefore, the merits of using existing facilities that will
save the Department hundreds of milliocns c<f dellars in capital and
operating costs should net be ignored.

LACK OF LOBBYING EFFORTS

Most recently we have been informed that we will not be chosen for a
plutonium disposition role at Hanford because we have net been lobbying
the Department of Energy as aggressively ag Savannah Rivex. 1 do not
beleive that conclusions should be drawn in an Environmental Imapct
Statement based on political c¢lout or lobbying efforts in Washington
D.C.

CONCLUSION

We are simply asking for a fair, balanced evaluation of plutonium
disposition alternatives using relevant criteria. Based on what has
happened in the last year and our current observatisms, this is not
happening. We believe that a document is being constructed to justify a
previously drawn conclusion. If this is the case. it opens the Record of
Decision up to legal challenges and aceompanying programmatic delays.
we stand ready te appeal if it becomes necessary, but hope that such a
legal challemge is not regquired.

We have been informed that last December you indicated to your future
staff that you were nct happy about the lack of consideration that was
given to the xole FFTF can play in plutonium.dispoeition and that you
would require full, fair evaluation of altermatives in the future. We
believe that your personal involvement will be required to be sure that
this EIS process involves a full and complete analysis of opticns. Many
studies and reports have been written about the capabilities of FMEF.
Jim Mecca and his staff frem the Richland Operaticns QOffice can easily
answer any guestions you may have about the facility.

We appreciate youxr attention to this issue and the opportunity to
provide information directly to you about the advantages of using

Hanford facilities for plutonium dispositiomn.

Sincerely,

Laxxry Haler
Mayor

Enclosuxea

10

11

WADO04-10 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

As discussed in response WADRQ4 DOE believes that Hanford's efforts
should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. Decision
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio
considerations, and public input.

WADO04-11 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Close coordination with the Richland Operations Office was maintained
during the preparation of this SPD EIS to ensure that the best possib
information was used. Furthermore, personnel from that office participated
in detailed reviews and revision of the EIS prior to its approval and releasq
Liaison with the Richland Operations Office on the disposition of surplus
plutonium would continue until such time as all of the surplus plutonium at
Hanford had been dispositioned.

dins
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TESTIMONY OF
LARRY HALER, CHAIRMAN,
HANFORD COMMUNITIES GOVERNING BOARD

Regarding the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact statement

I am Richland Mayor Larry Haler, speaking on behalf of the Hanford
Communities regarding the draft surplus Plutonium Disposition
Environmental Impact Statement.

The “Hanford Communities™ is an intergovernmental organization formed
by the cities of Richland, Kennewick, Pasco, West Richland, Benton City
and Benton County to deal with Hanford related issues that affect our
community.

Before I begin, please allow me to express our appreciation to the
Department of Energy for holding a Public Hearing in our community.
However, I must say that we were very disappointed that the new Director
of the Office of Material Disposition did not choose to attend this hearing
and hear the views of the people who live in this region.

Hanford Communities Position

The five cities and county that comprise the Hanford Communities have
done a careful evaluation of the possibility of Hanford playing a role in the
disposition of this nation’s excess plutonium. We formed an advisory
group over two years ago, comprised of 30 people with diverse backgrounds
and interests, to study this issue. They divided up into subcommittees to
carefully study such topics as transportation, health & safety, MOX fuel &
plutonium conversion, reactor burn options, vitrification, socioeconomic
issues and national security issues. As a result of their efforts and
recommendations, the Hanford Communities collectively and through the
unanimous votes of the five city councils and the Benton County Board of
Commissioners, have taken the following positions:

* We strongly support the reactor burn option as the preferred
plutonium disposition alternative.

WADO02-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Because of scheduling conflicts, it was not possible for the Director to atten
all public hearings. Please be assured, however, that MD will review an
consider all public comments made on the SPD Draft EIS regardless of ho
they were submitted: public hearings, mail, a toll-free telephone or fax line, o
the MD Web site.

_‘ELJ_Q.

WADO02-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutoniunp
disposition program at Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford'’s efforts should
remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. The importanc
of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying preferred
sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities. However, no decision hag
been made, and DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutoniunp
disposition or other programs that are compatible with the Hanford missior.

U
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* We believe Hanford offers the best and most compelling cost and
schedule advantage with the least environmental, heaith and safety and
proliferation risks for plutonium processing and mixed oxide fuel assembly.

* Not only can mixed oxide fuel be manufactured here at Hanford, it
can also be used in our Fast Flux Test Facility and in the reactor owned by
the Washington Public Power Supply System.

EIS Process

A year ago at the scoping meeting that you held in our city, we asked you to
conduct a fair analysis of the facts to determine the best location for
plutonium disposition facilities.

‘We were aware that the Department had a strong bias to locate all of these
functions at Savannah River.

We presented strong testimony supported by factual information pointing
out the significant cost savings of using the only facility in the country
designed and built to manufacture mixed oxide fuel.

‘We pointed out the cost savings of locating two or three Pu disposition
functions in one facility. We discussed the fact that MOX fuel has been
produced here before and that our workforce has the skills and experience to
produce fuel again.

‘We defined for you the schedule savings of using an existing facility verses
designing, permitting and building a new greenfield facility.

Our arguments fell on deaf ears.
The arguments you used to discredit Hanford evolved as they were proven

wrong. First you said the Nuclear Regulatory Commission would never
license more than one function in one facility. They disagreed.

Then you interpreted a letter from our Governor stressing his concern about
progress on the Hanford cleanup to say that he would not accept new

dins

WADO02-3 MOXRFP

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for using MOX fuel in FFTF af
Hanford and in the Washington Public Power Supply System reactor. A
discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of tif
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium g
a fuel source. DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire MOX fug
fabrication and irradiation services. As a result of this procurement proces
DOE identified Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna as the reactors propose|
to irradiate MOX fuel as part of the proposed action in this SPD EIS.
Section 4.28 was revised to provide reactor-specific analyses and discu
the potential environmental impacts of using a partial MOX core during
routine operations and reactor accidents.

wniuoni4 sny

WADO02-4 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

The purpose of this SPD EIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts g
siting and operating the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities &
the candidate sites. Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking
process, this EIS contains environmental impact data and does not addrg
the costs associated with the various alternatives. Because cost issues
beyond the scope of this EIS, this comment has been forwarded to the cd
analysis team for consideration. st Analysis in Support of Site Selection
for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Disposit{&®©E/MD-0009,
July 1998) report and thelutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and
Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docum@OE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatgdd
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at http:/
www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following locations;
Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

JusWRIBSOBdW| [ejUBWUONAUS [8bilH UDIHISOTSHE]

WADO02-5 NRC Licensing

This DOE statement regarding the potential difficulty of NRC licensing facilities
collocated in one building was based on DOE’s understanding of NRC's
regulatory requirements at the time of the Richland scoping hearing. Becauge
a number of attendees at the Richland hearing indicated that there wefe
precedents for NRC licensing collocated facilities, DOE met with NRC to
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discuss the issue. As aresult, DOE included several alternatives (4B, 6B, al
6D) in the SPD Draft EIS that collocated the MOX facility with one of the

other proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities in FMEF at Hanford
The decision that all three facilities would not be collocated in FMEF was
made not because of potential NRC licensing issues, but rather becay
there is not enough space in FMEF to accommodate all three facilities. Whi
no specific issues were identified for FMEF, NRC indicated that overall
regulation of a collocated facility may be complicated and burdensomg
depending on the degree of integration of the MOX facility and other nucleg|
facilities that would not be regulated by NRC.

WADO02-6 Alternatives
This comment is addressed in response WAR02
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missions. This spring he wrote a new letter to the Secretary of Energy to
clarify what was clearly his intent in the first letter.

You said FMEF was not large enough to accommodate multiple functions.
Documents prepared by nuclear fuel manufacturers disagreed.

While understating Hanford’s capabilities and refusing to acknowledge
documentation paid for by your own Department, some believe that you
have clearly overstated capabilities of other sites.

Meeting with Secretary Pena

Last September our community officials met with Secretary Pena to discuss
several issues of concern to us. At that time we notified him that he could
anticipate that this draft EIS would fail to acknowledge the cost and
schedule savings that Hanford offers. We told him that there was a clear
bias towards Savannah River that could be identified in the technical
documents supporting this EIS process. He asked us to document these
concerns and provide the information directly to him. We did.

We provided him with a notebook of information. Much of the material we
cited was prepared by the Department of Energy. We never received the
courtesy of a response. I am now submitting this information for the record
and I want a response.

Conclusion

The preferred alternatives you have identified will cost U.S. taxpayers
hundreds of millions of dollars more than the Hanford alternative. Where
do you plan to get this money? Do you plan to take these dollars out of the
funds required for environmental cleanup? We are already anticipating a
significant shortfall in funding needed in FY 2000 to meet compliance
agreements around the country.

We will take our arguments to the new Secretary of Energy and the new
Director of the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition. Perhaps they will
bring reason and common sense to this process.

10

1

WADO02-7 Alternatives

Based on all available data, DOE determined that the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities can not be located in FMEF because there i

3
not enough space, even if common support functions were shared. S¢

Sections 2.4.1.1, 2.4.2.1, and 2.4.3.1 for design layouts and the amount
space required for each facility is discussed in Section 2.6. Because of spd
limitations, two facilities would be located in FMEF—in the case of Alternative
2, pit conversion and immobilization. The MOX facility would be located in
a new building.

WADO02-8

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding DOE’s assessme]
of Hanford’s capabilities relative to the other candidate sites.

Alternatives

WADO02-9 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

For this SPD EIS, DOE carefully obtained comparable data on all of thdg
alternatives, analyzed the data in a consistent manner using well-recogniz
and accepted procedures, and presented the results in a full and open man
To properly address this comment, DOE again reviewed the subject notebog

together with the source materials provided by the Richland Operation
Office. The review indicated that all information from Hanford and SRS had
been evaluated and used in a consistent, unbiased manner.

WADO02-10 Cost

This comment is addressed in response WARB02

WADO02-11 DOE Policy

Funds for the surplus plutonium disposition program and the environmentd
cleanup program come from different appropriation accounts allocated by
the U.S. Congress that cannot be used interchangeably.
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My name is Barry Haus. | am aresident of Richland, WA.
am calling and commenting on your plans for processing
spent fuel, specifically the plutonium and processing it int
commercial fuel. My comment is that Hanford, the Hanford
Site would be more suited for one of the missions which
should be, although it is probably not currently planned tg
reprocess the N Reactor fuel. As | understand, it is proba
1600 tons of spent fuel in the K Reactor basins that need
be processed, at least handled. | believe if you check int
you will find that approximately 2% of the weight of the fuel
is fissile material which would just as well be used for
commercial spent fuel, excuse me, new spent, new comme
fuel elements. Anyway you might factor in your thinking

D

bly

5 9
D it

rcial

that particular problem the 1600 tons of N Reactor fuel tha
has to be dealt with somehow. Thank you very much.

PDO1%1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of reprocessing N React(
spent fuel. However, the U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administratior
has prohibited the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation
plutonium from spent nuclear fuel. Therefore, reprocessing would not be g
option for disposing of the N Reactor spent fuel.

=
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Hello. My name is Ted Holtz and | live along the Columbia
River. | built a house there and | would like to express my
concerns about (being) directly affected by Hanford not

being cleaned up. Express my concerns about how the i

on clean up and just cleanup, and proper storage and
disposal of the waste and not trying to make a corporate
of welfare system that will support the failing nuclear

for that industry. So | just want to express that and a
household of five and everybody in my household agrees
with this statement. Thank you very much. My phone
number is (360) 837-3022 if there is any response or
questions directed towards me. Thank you very much. B

seems to be confounded by corporate interests in creating
this MOX uranium or MOX fuel. | think the focus should he

ssue

kind

industry by creating a sort of taxed corporate welfare system

ye.

dins

PD035-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach and
to siting the MOX facility at Hanford. Use of MOX fuel in domestic,
commercial reactors is not proposed in order to subsidize the commerci
nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this proposed action is t
safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fuo&ﬁ
Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified b
DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible a
unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity d
plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors

]

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curren
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wag
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE wi
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.
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United States

Department Comment Form
# of Energy

NAME: (Optionah) | g=|ig_ Johnsan
ADDRESS: _ 4360 F  Ahowron L oewae
TELEPHONE: (50%)_Q&T1- 3255

E-MAIL: bm.cz.cab\(\'a@ ael.com

Az v y G e ab
AppLAAJf»N boasid o ﬂvlmﬂ,«m A &< \Al'\(‘.tho Ble DOE e N

TR A CHANGE

TLEASE AT RESRONSIELY

WADO1-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the MOX approach. Th
use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order t
produce electricity. Rather, the purpose of this proposed action is to safe
and securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fug
Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified Q
DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible 3|
unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity (
plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors

_.,8_\< —< O W

WADO01-2 Alternatives

DOE evaluated the use of existing facilities and identified potential facilitieq
at Hanford (FMEF) and INEEL. Of the alternatives considered, only Hanford
had existing facilities suitable for MOX fuel fabrication. After further
evaluation of space requirements, DOE concluded that there is not enough
space in FMEF to accommodate all three of the proposed surplus plutonium
disposition facilities. Therefore, the alternatives include siting one or two o
the three proposed facilities in existing facilities at Hanford, and the pit
conversion facility in an existing facility at INEEL.

WADO01-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Siting of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities is not a political
decision. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will bg
based on technical and cost reports, environmental analyses, national poli
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
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Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen:
1 am Charles D. Kilbury, mayor of the city of Pasco, but I am speaking for

myself only:

It is hard to justify action taken in the Draft PTutonium Disposition
Environmental Impact statement. The Record of Decision for the storage and disposition
of Weapons - Usable Fissile Materials Programmatic EIS included the Hanford Project
for both plutonium disposition options. And certainly the Fuels and Haterials
Examination Facility:is .the best and most efficient production of the "burn" as
mixed oxide fueljand the presence of considerable Plutonium on the Hanford Project
makes it much more expedient than transporting in all directions over the far reaches

of the United States.

The FMEF is an existing, unused facility that has been evaluated for performing

a combination of the disposition activities.
. The FMEF is operationally complete with 120,000 square feet of process space.

. Designed and constructed to NRC reactor standards and is deemed capable of 1

NRC licensing.

Hazardous or radioactive materials have never been used in the FMEF making

it easy to install a plutonium disposition mission. .
. An FFTF MOX fuel fabrication line was installed, but has never been used.

The evaluation by the Office of Fissile Materials Dispostion indicates that
FMEF has sufficient space within the exisiting structure to perform both of the

disposition functions (e.g., pit disassembly and MOX Fuel fabrication).

A11 this can be done cheaper than anywhers else; there is a supply of surplus

Plutonium on the Hanford Project, and even reactors to accomplish the burn, It will

certainly be difficult to justify not using this magnificant facility built just

for this purpose.

WADO05-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford’s
efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission
The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration irj
identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to consideg
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that are
compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard to the use of
existing facilities.

Alternatives

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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US DOE needs to hear your voice NOW!

1. d Clean Up be the sole mission at Hanford?
No

2. Shquid the United States Government maintain its longstanding policy against the use
apons Plutonium to fuel civilian nuclear reactors?

. Which alternative would you prefer to see the US Department of Energy pursue:
Immobilization (encasement of plutonium in giass-like tombs)

The MOX plan (burning plutonium to fabricate fuel for use in a civilian nuclear
reactor)?

4. Should Plutonium, to be used for processing and fabrication of MOX fuel, be

imported to the Hanford site aloColumbia River?
Yes

5. How concerned are you about the transportation of Plutgaiu -
Not concerned  slightly concerned  very concerned completely opposed
B. How concemned are you about the transport through the North

containing weapons Piutonium?
Not concerned  Slightly concerned  Very concerned( Completely oppos;d

6. Should commercial nuciear power plants be allowed to run on MOX fuel containing
weapons Plutonium?
Yes o

B. Should they be subsidized wi dollars to do so?

Yes

7. Should MOX fuel containing we lutonium be used to restar: the FFTF reactor
at Hanford to produce Tritium (for nuclear bombs?
Yes Neo

Name IAN & AIKO L?W

Address,

Phone USA_

Please return this to: ,ZZJLS /‘Z.Of M, jm@/z/
Hanford Action
25-6 NW 23" Place #406 mistafes Lets /
Psortlaxzxd, OZR 97214 ,fmd /wb) wx;‘é /aa{ -/u /
(503) 235-2531 g lo

Q,) &LMI L\

we five cuut recreate e and

a—Qa\va the Columbng,

MD288-1 DOE Policy

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curreng
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wad
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutoniumn
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

MD288-2
U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the

Nonproliferation

commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spent

nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic, commercigl

reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical separatjon

of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission product

from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium to produge

new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent with th
U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to nati
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. Consistent with
U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by th
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the dispositior
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.

MD288-3 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuir]
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing eithd
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportuni
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd

-
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possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

Under the hybrid approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutonium
metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. DOE has determined that 17
(19 tons) of the surplus plutonium would be immobilized due to the complexity,
timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials
to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel. Therefore, fabricating all 50 t
(55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not considered a reasonable
alternative at this time and is not analyzed; however, immobilizing all of the
surplus plutonium is analyzed. Given the variability in purity of the surplus
plutonium to be dispositioned, some of the plutonium currently considered
for MOX fuel fabrication may also need to be immobilized. The incremental
impacts that would be associated with a small shift in materials throughpu
are discussed in Section 4.30.

odsig wniuofhi4 snidins
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MD288-4 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercig
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which rout
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached ofitta¢ Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managin
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Was
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and thWIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EI®OE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). The transportation
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE’
Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times that specifi
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classifi
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, b
location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details are provide
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation
Estimation(SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web
site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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MD288-5 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order tp
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified py
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger gnd
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercia|
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would
displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, theh
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Governmept
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercial
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whoge
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutoniuny
disposition program.

MD288-6 DOE Policy

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of {
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium §
afuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FF]
would not play a role in producing tritium.

>

oL

MD288-7 DOE Policy

As described in Section 4.26.1.2, surface water would not be used i
construction and operation of proposed surplus plutonium disposition
facilities at Hanford Due to the dilution capability of the Columbia River, as
well as FMEF's location relative to the Columbia River, there would be ng
discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water resulting
from the proposed facilities at Hanford, either from minute quantities of aif
deposition into the river or from any other potential wastewater releaseq
Therefore, no discernible impacts on the Columbia River would be expecteg

dsay pue sjustinood jua
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The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD288-1.
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RESPONCE TO

SPD EIS

BY

CHARLES L. LUMPKIN

Charles L. Lumpkin
603 N. 48th Ave.
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Yakima, wa 98508
Ph.(509)965-8707

August 18,1998

To Whom it may concern;

After reviewing the S.P.D. E.LS, It is my belief that the decisions to not name Hanford as the primary site
for either or both the sites for the MOX Fuels and Immobilization is based solely on POLITICS! Itis my
opinion that the politicians and D.O E. department heads that reside in Washington D.C., have once again
failed 10 recognize the true assets of the Hanford Works Area, these being the people and the contributions
that they have made 10 our country over the last fifty years! It is my contention that the bureaucrats in D.C.
are afraid to take on the State of Washington, And the Washington Department of Ecology. Since the
Honorable Henry M. Jackson passed away, thier have been no new projects at the Hanford Works area
related to defense, and all the environmental projects have been delayed or refered to other D.Q.E. sites, this
political environment has allowed numerous technically advanced projects and facilities to decay to their
ruin, F.F.T.F. and FM.EF. etc..

To the mater at hand, since F.F.T.F., F.M.E.F. and an already existing D&D work force are already in
existence and the vitrification plant slated 10 be built and on line by the year 2003, [ cant understand
economically why the Hanford Works wouldn't be the preferred choice site for the MOX Fuels and
Immobilization projects. It amazes me that across the river in Oregon a project is on going that poses more
danger to the environment and health of people, ( Umatilla Army Depot Incinerator Project) than the
Hanford works projects now poses, or any future projests will pose!

1 would like to point out that since 1987, the Hanford works Project has changed its mission from a
Department of Defense complex to an Environmental clean-up project, this I believe makes us the leaders in
environmental issues and Hanford has a better working knowledge and understanding about envirc t
issties, I believe that we meet or exceed the other sites in the topics analyzed criteria for the SPD EIS (8.5)
pg.S-21 of the summary and should be reconsidered for these projects.

Thank you

Charles L. Lumpkin

FD114-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford’s
efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission

The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration if

identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to considd
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that areg
compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard to the use o
existing facilities.

=
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Hello, this is Jim Madison from West Pasco. Of course, |
grew up as a kid in Richland and stuff like that and spen
most of my life there. | personally see no problem with
bringing the material back here to dispose of it or whate
| don't see any problems with transportation and stuff lik
this, that some of the worry warts are really concerned apout
because after all the majority of that material originated here.
The biggest majority of it got shipped out OK to wherever it
went. And | would assume it could be shipped back her
the same way with the same care and accident free manner.
So | know that some of the hand wringers are going to be all
fluttered and everything else, but | hope you really don’t
pay too much attention to them because most of them refalfy
don’t know anything about anything anyway except they| do
make noises on the media. But practically speaking, its the
only place to take it. And you will be foolish to take it
somewhere else and then have to stockpile it somewher
build, reduplicate the money for building a building like in
the 400 Area that is equipped to do that plus the lead ti
wait for the building to be designed and built. So that wquld
push any disposal process several years down the road.
And that | think is probably not the best process, not th
best procedure either. So all in all, the only thing that makes
any sense is to use what you got where it is, which is hefe.
Thank you.

PD0O08-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford’s
efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission
The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration irj
identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities.
However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue to considg
Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs that are
compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard to the use of
existing facilities.

Alternatives

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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| believe that it would be a travesty to bury this very valuable fuel
source. DOE would spend billions to prepare it for storage when it
could be processed into fuel for commerical nuclear reactors,
benefiting all Americans. Various MOX projects are readytogo 1
and should be used to turn weapons materials into electricity. [n
concept, this is no different than the demobilization of ships, tanks,
and planes into commercial materials after WW2.

WDO004-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the MOX approach. Th
use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order t
produce electricity. Rather, the purpose of this proposed action is to safe
and securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fug
Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified Q
DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible 3
unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity (
plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors

Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the

United States important insurance against potential disadvantages

implementing either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provide
the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implemen
similar options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, i
sends the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination 1
reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a mann
that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons
again. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be base
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
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David M. Merrill

513 Wagon Court

Richiand, WA 99352

phone: 509 375-8408

E-mail: david_merrill@nfuel.com
4 August 1998

Dear Sirs

| feel the Plutonium Mixed Oxide Fuel fabrication facility should be located on or near the
Hanford site, for the following reasons,

First as a chemist and member of the American Chemical Society | am familiar with the talent
and skilfs of many of my colleges who live in this area. Many of these chemists have had
experience working with plutonium, and know the safety and handling procedures for both the
chemical hazards and criticality safety issues.

Please consider the talent base from which to draw employees when considering where to
locate the MOX facility.

Second as Ce-president of the “Citizens Advisary Committee to the Richland Schoo! Board” | 1
am familiar with the educational concerns and desires of many of the Richland parents. | have
worked with parent volunteers to assure our children are given a good education. I this
association | have noticed that many of the parents are very interested in providing their
children with mathematical, engineering and scientific skifls. We would like to see challenging
jobs provided for them here. | see the MOX facility as an opportunity for our children to work in
an industry we believe in.

Please consider the educatian base of the future employees when considering where to locate
the MOX faciiity.

Third as a quality control chemist | know how important a dry climate is when working with

various hygroscopic materials. | realize all facilities handling plutonium use extensive air

conditioning systems, but a dry climate provides a much better starting point for faciiities which

require large amounts of conditioned air. 1t makes physical sense to lacate the MOX facility in

this dry climate area where power is inexpensive. As an Example the Siemen's Power 2
Corporation - Nuclear Division facility requires over $1,000,000/year in electricity to operate. A

similar MOX faellity here would require close to that same amount, but in the south where

electricity is mere expensive and air conditioning more severe | would guess you are looking at

more than 3 times the cost in electricity.

Please consider these types of technical and cost details as you review the location for a new
MOX facility.

Sincersly

David M. Merrill

WAD22-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the MOX facility at
Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its
current high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanforg
was taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus
plutonium disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, an
DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or
other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

odsiq wniuoinjd snjdins

Although the education base of the community is not a factor in facility
siting selection, site workforce expertise and the existence of complementa
activities and missions are considered. Decisions on the surplus plutoniu
disposition program at Hanford will be based on environmental analyses
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

#Ffeu Uoms

wj fejusiuodin

WAD22-2 Cost

Power requirements at each of the candidate sites were taken in
consideration, and it was determined that the sites under consideration h
sufficient available capacity to cover the needs of the proposed MOX facility.

e@orels @

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiolCoBhAnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and fPiegtonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse$
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site fit
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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Hello my name is David M. Merrill. 1live at 513 Wagon
Court, Richland WA 99352. I'm interested in the MOX
facility and in the documentation of that MOX facility. |
would like to attend the meeting scheduled for tomorrow
evening at the Hotel here in Richland. | have some opinigns
about the plutonium mixed oxide fuel fabrication facility an
feel it should be located on or near the Hanford Site for the
following reasons: First, as a chemist and member of the
American Chemical Society, ACS, | am familiar with the talgnt
and skills of many of my colleagues who live in this area.
Many of these chemist have had experience working with
plutonium and know the safety in handling procedures for
both the chemical hazards and criticality safety issues.
Please consider the talent base from which to draw
employees when considering where to locate the MOX
facility. Second, as co-president of the Citizens Advisory
Committee to the Richland School Board, | am familiar with
the educational concerns and desires of many of the Richland
parents. We love this area and would like to see our children
given a broad base education, however, we have a large
percentage of parents very interested in providing their
children with mathematical, engineering, and scientific skil
We would like to see challenging jobs provided for them
here and we see the MOX facility as an opportunity for oyr
children to work in an industry we believe in. Please consider
the education base of the future employees when considering
where to locate the MOX facility. Third, as a quality contrg
chemist, | know how important a dry climate is when Working2
with various hygroscopic materials. | realize all facilities
handling plutonium use extensive air conditioning systems.

[

Z

PD006-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the MOX facility at
Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on it$
current high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanforg
was taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplug

plutonium disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, ar{d

DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or
other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

Although the education base of the community is not a factor in facility

siting selection, site workforce expertise and the existence of complementafy
activities and missions are considered. Decisions on the surplus plutonium

disposition program at Hanford will be based on environmental analyses
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

PD006-2 Cost
Power requirements at each of the candidate sites were taken info
consideration, and it was determined that the sites under consideration hpd
sufficient available capacity to cover the needs of the proposed MOX facility Q
3
Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment 1%3
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiolCoBhAnalysis =}
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable PlutoniunpQ

Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and tPleitonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documer
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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But a dry climate provides a much better starting point for
which, for facilities which require large amounts of
conditioned air. It makes physical sense to locate MOX
facility in this dry climate area where power is less expens

than say down south. As an example, the Seiman’s Facility

requires over a million dollars per year in electricity to
operate. A similar MOX facility here would require close ta
that same amount. But in the south where electricity is m
expensive and air conditioning more severe, | would gues
you are looking at three times the cost in electricity. Pleas
consider these types of technical details as a review for

ve

2
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location for a new MOX facility.
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WADO09-1

The range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in this SPD EIS were develoy
using criteria listed in Section 2.3.1. The alternative suggested by th
commentor was considered and eliminated because it involves placing th
three proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at three
different sites.

Alternatives

WADO09-2 DOE Policy

The end of the Cold War has resulted in unprecedented reductions in nuclg
arms in both the United States and Russia. During the first week @
September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit arn
signed a statement of principles with the intention of removing approximately
50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s stockpile. Further agreement

11%

ar

5

on disarmament between the two nations may increase the amount of surpjus

plutonium in the future.

Understanding the economic dilemma in Russia, the U.S. Congress hfs

appropriated funding for a series of small-scale tests and demonstrations
plutonium disposition technologies jointly conducted by the United Stateq
and Russia. For fiscal year 1999 (starting October 1998), Congress furth
appropriated funding to assist Russia in design and construction of
plutonium conversion facility and a MOX fuel fabrication facility. This funding

would not be expended until the presidents of both countries signed a ng
agreement. Although the amount appropriated by Congress is not sufficie
to fund the entire Russian surplus plutonium disposition program, the
United States is working with Russia and other nations to resolve this issu

of
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WADO06-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the surplus plutonium
disposition program at Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford'’s efforts shoulg

remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. The importance

of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying preferred
sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities. However, no decision hag
been made, and DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium
disposition or other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission
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August 4, 1998 Public Meeting Comments on

Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Good Evening. My name is Walt Apley and I am the Deputy Director for Operations at the
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory. One of the Laboratory’s primary missions is to help
apply Hanford Site assets to emerging national and international needs as well as new science-
based missions. Given that role, I would like to offer three specific comments on the Surplus
Plutonium Disposition Draft Envirc 1 Impact St

Importance of Plutonium Disposition

There are few issues today in the world as important as safely and securely withdrawing
plutonium from nuclear military programs and taking steps to ensure that such material
can never again be used to build a nuclear weapon. To that end, Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory staff are working in a wide range of technical areas, including
detection, safe handling, and disposition - both in the United States and internationally.
The EIS for Surplus Plutonium Disposition is an extremely important document that we
all want to see completed as a sound, technically-defensible basis for moving forward for
the timely disposition of this material.

Role of Hanford

Currently the Draft EIS states a preference for using the Savannah River Site. Hanford
was not selected, with one of the arguments being that DOE prefers that the cleanup
mission remain Hanford’s top priority. The cleanup mission is and will remain this site’s
#1 and overriding priority. But Hanford does have major assets (both physical and
personnel) which are capable of making major contributions to the surplus plutonium
disposition mission. The DOE budget will continue to face significant pressure and since
existing facilities such as the Fuels and Materials Examination Facility may be able to do
the job sooner and at a lower cost, we must retain the ability to use those resources.

Fast Flux Test Facility

Currently the draft EIS states that DOE’s preference is to produce MOX fuel and
“irradiate in existing, commercial reactors”. However, the U.S. - Russian Agreement on
Management of Used Plutonium announced at the Gore-Kiriyenko working meeting on

July 23-24, 1998 called for using “MOX fuel for nuclear power reactors of various types”.

Studies have shown that the Fast Flux Test Facility, if dedicated to the mission, could
disposition the 33 # of surplus weapons plutonium well within the 25 year Storage and
Disposition Final PEIS criterion using traditional enrichments and a standard core
configuration, as well as produce valuable and needed medical isotopes. The FFTF
disposition option should be given strong consideration.

TI'd like to thank the people putting together this draft EIS: T know that it is both a challenge and
an ordeal. But it is also critically important to a safe and secure future for alt of us. Thank you.

WAD21-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s reviews on the importance of thi
SPDEIS.

WAD21-2

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the surplus plutoniun
disposition program at Hanford. DOE believes that Hanford'’s efforts should
remain focused on its current high-priority cleanup mission. The importanc
of cleanup at Hanford was taken into consideration in identifying preferred
sites for surplus plutonium disposition activities. However, no decision hag
been made, and DOE will continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutoniunp
disposition or other programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission
especially in regard to the use of existing facilities.

Alternatives

WAD21-3

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of using MOX fuel to restar
FFTF at Hanford. As discussed in Appendix D of the SPD Draft EIS, DOH
did consider FFTF in the Storage and Disposition PEIS, but it was eliminate,
from further study because it was in a standby status and it could not satis
the criterion of completing the disposition mission within 25 years using the
historic FFTF plutonium enrichment specifications. Further, compared with
the 2-3 percent plutonium content of spent fuel from commercial reactors, th
spent fuel from FFTF would contain approximately 35 percent plutonium by
weight. Itis questionable whether this greater concentration of plutonium i
the FFTF MOX spent fuel would meet repository acceptance criteria. Alsg
the FFTF liquid-metal reactor would not produce electricity, whereas using
commercial light water reactors to dispose of surplus plutonium would
generate revenues from the sale of electricity, which in turn would help defra|
the overall cost of using the MOX approach. As discussed in Section 1.7.4
Appendix D was deleted because none of the proposals to restart FFT
currently consider the use of surplus plutonium as a fuel source.

Alternatives
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US DOE needs to hear your voice NOW!

1. uld Clean Up be the sole mission at Hanford?
Yes No
2. Should the United States Government maintain its longstanding policy against the use
of weapons Plutonium to fuel civilian nuclear reactors?
No

w

. Which alternative would you prefer to see the US Department of Energy pursue:

Immobilization (encasement of piutonium in glass-like tombs) \ 0@ 00B,/dzs7 577 //

Or
The-vOX plarmtbuming pturommmro-faies: fuel-for-usena-civilian puclear

4. Should Plutonium, to be used for processing and fabrication of MOX fuel. be
imported to the Hanford site alo Columbia River?
Yes

w

. How concerned are you about the transportation of Plutonjum-shreugh the Northwest?

Not concerned  slightly concerned  very concerned mletelyoppose

B. How concerned are you about the transport through the Northwest of fuel

containing weapons Plutonium?
Not concerned  Slightly concerned  Very concerned (Completely opposed

6. Should commercial nuclear power plants be allowed to run on MOX fuel containing
weapons Plutonium?

Yes @
B. Should they be subsidized with¥ax dollars to do so?
&

7. Should MOX fuel containing weapons Plutonium be used to restart the FFTF reactor
at Hanford to produce Tritium for n?flear bombs?

Yes

Name__ (¢ Z/‘/,z‘/'ag, //ejaFmO

Address___ 29 SSpencay Lo
Phone_ ~7 ,rui7 ‘“ér da . Z8 50

Please retumn this to:
Hanford Action

25-6 NW 23" Place #406
Portland, OR 97214
(503) 235-2531

MD296-1 DOE Policy

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curren
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wag
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE wi
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.

MD296-2 Nonproliferation

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from sper
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemig
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fissior
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uraniu
to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent wit
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which wag
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to natio
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. Consistent with t
U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by th
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the disposition
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program.
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MD296-3 Alternatives

DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing eithd
approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunit
for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the stronggst
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.
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PeaRsoN, CHRISTINE
Pace 20F 4

Under the hybrid approach, approximately 33 t (36 tons) of clean plutoniunp
metal and oxides would be used to fabricate MOX fuel, which would be
irradiated in domestic, commercial reactors. DOE has determined that 17
(19 tons) of the surplus plutonium would be immobilized due to the complexity]
timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those plutonium materials
to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel. Therefore, fabricating all 50 t
(55 tons) of surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not considered a reasonabl
alternative at this time and is not analyzed; however, immobilizing all of thg
surplus plutonium is analyzed. Given the variability in purity of the surplus
plutonium to be dispositioned, some of the plutonium currently consideredl
for MOX fuel fabrication may also need to be immobilized. The incremental
impacts that would be associated with a small shift in materials throughpy
are discussed in Section 4.30.

—

A1

—

MD296-4 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercigl
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routgs
and specific processing locations would be discussed. These plans gre
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials. The shipment of wastg
would be in accordance with the decisions reached ofitta \Waste o
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managin?
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Was
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and thWIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EI®OE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997). The transportation
of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning with DOE’S
Transportation Safeguards Division. The dates and times that specif
transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are classifi
information; however, the number of shipments that would be required, by
location, has been included in this SPD EIS. Additional details are provide
in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT Transportation
Estimation(SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on the MD Web
site at http://www.doe-md.com.
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MD296-5 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order tq
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of th
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium b
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified

NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutoniun]
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger 4
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would

displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, ther
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Governme
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercig
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whoq
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutoniun
disposition program.

JeuH uongsodsyg wMuolnid snydins
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MD296-6 DOE Policy

As discussed in Section 1.7.4, Appendix D was deleted because none of tl
proposals to restart FFTF currently consider the use of surplus plutonium g
afuel source. In December 1998, the Secretary of Energy decided that FF1
would not play a role in producing tritium.
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MD296-7 DOE Policy

DOE is implementing the President’s nonproliferation policy by converting
surplus plutonium to forms that cannot be reused in nuclear weapons aga,
Cleanup of DOE’s former weapons production sites including research an
development has continued to receive substantial funding allocations fror
the U.S. Congress every year. Funds for the surplus plutonium dispositig
program and the environmental cleanup program come from differen
appropriation accounts allocated by the U.S. Congress that cannot K
used interchangeably.

MD296-8 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for alternative energy source
The purpose of the surplus plutonium disposition program is not to provids
an alternative source of energy but to disposition plutonium in an
environmentally safe and timely manner. Further, DOE acknowledges an

supports the importance of public education. DOE has established readipg

rooms near DOE sites to provide easy access to information about DO
programs and encourages the use of this source of information. DOE h
numerous Web sites, including one for MD (http://www.doe-md.com), that]
also provide up-to-date information about DOE programs. Likewise, a numbd
of utilities also have their own Web sites with educational material.
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MEMORANDUM CITY OF RICHLAND
City Manager's Office
TO: Brook Anderson
FROM: Pam Brown, Hanford Analyst

SUBJECT: Response to an Invitation From Secretary Pefi to Send Him Information
about Cost & Schedule Savings of Locating Plutonium Disposition Functions
at Hanford and Documentation of a DOE-HQ Bias Towards Savannah River
in the Previous Fissile Material EIS

DATE: October 17, 1997

When Secretary Pe fia visited Hanford, the local elected officials discussed our strong interest
in seeing existing Hanford facilities used for plutonium disposition ﬁmctioqs: ) We pointed
out the significant time and schedule savings of using existing Hanford facilities that were
built to house mixed oxide fuel fabrication, rather that build new facilities at another site.

We explained that in observing the process followed in developing the Fissile Material
Envirc 1 Impact S (EIS) last year, we believe that there was a clear bia§ on
the part of Materials Disposition Staff towards placing these functions at the Savannah River
Site. In the current EIS process, MD staff are discrediting the usefulness of our Fuels &
Materials Examination Facility (FMEF) by ignoring and even denying the existence of
reports that explain in derail the capabilities of FMEF.

Secretary Pefa invited us to send him a package of material documenting the capabil{des
of our Hanford facilities. He also asked that we provide documentation of what we believe
is a clear bias by DOE-HQ staff in favor of the Savannah River Site. He asked that we
send this package to you so that it would actually get to him.

The documents enclosed have been submitted by our communities, DOE-Richland and the
Siemens Power Corporation to the Office of Fissile Materials Disposition over the last year
and a half. Due to the large volume of material we are sending, I have tried to highlight
the information that is of most concern. If you have any questions about our position or the
documents enclosed please call me at 509-943-7348.

WAD16-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges and appreciates the commentor’s continued interest
the surplus plutonium disposition program, and support for siting the
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. DOE believed
that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its current high-priority
cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford was taken int
consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium disposition
activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will continue t¢
consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other programs thaf
are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regard to the use
existing facilities.

dsig wniuainid snydins
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DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPA
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementatio
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively). TH
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of proposeq
surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potentig
environmental impacts. DOE has analyzed each environmental resource ar
in a consistent manner across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparisd
among the alternatives and among the candidate sites for surplus plutoniu
disposition facilities. The use of FMEF in the surplus plutonium disposition
program is considered in this EIS under Alternatives 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, and 11
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based or]
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

Buric
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The attachments to the commentor’s letter represent comments previous|y
submitted and reviewed by MD, and thus addressed in separate responges
at that time.
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Gordon J. Rogers
1108 N Road 36
Pasco, WA 99301
Phone/ Fax 509 347-7403

September 16, 1998

Mr. Howard R. Canter

Acting Director

Office of Fissile Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 23786

Washington, DC 20026-3786

Dear Mr. Canter:

I submit the following comments on the Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

[ find the preferred alternatives for the subject EIS to be fatally flawed
and completely unacceptable for the following reasons.

* Cost savings from the use of the FMEF at Hanford are not considered.

® The cleanup mission is critical at all the candidate sites. No evidence
is given to support the dismissal of Hanford, and the implication is
that cleanup at SRS is not equally vilal. New missions at a site are
accommodated by management actions, and are not an
environmental issue.

* There is essentially no difference between the sites in terms of
environmental impacts. Therefore, we taxpayers demand that least
cost to the government should be the deciding factor.

* The transportation impacts are essentially the same if the pit
disassembly and conversion and the MOX fuel fabrication are located
at the same site, The statement that the FMEF cannot house both
function without new construction is not supported by available
studies.

The draft EIS is not a balanced and objective assessment and does not
provide a legitimate basis for a decisiot. Instead, it omits comparative
costs and makes unjustified assumptions favoring the SRS site. An
objective evaluation of comparative costs must be made; and the document

MD241-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the announced preferenfe

for siting immobilization and MOX facilities at SRS rather than at Hanford.

The preferred alternative was chosen based on the best information apd

analyses available; all sites were equally considered based on this informatign.

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curreng
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wad
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutoniumn
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE will
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regar
to the use of existing facilities.

|

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment has

been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiol€oBhAnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and tPleitonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documer
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse
associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

MD241-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEP,
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementatig
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively). Th
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of proposed
surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potentia
environmental impacts. DOE has analyzed each environmental resource a
in a consistent manner across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparis
among the alternatives and among the candidate sites for proposed surp
plutonium disposition facilities.
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must be extensively revised to have a credible basis for site selection.

1 will appreciate receiving a copy of the response to comments and any
future documents on this subject.

Sincerely,

e ] o

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. Cost impacts are addressed in {
reports identified in response MD241-1.
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Department
of Energy

Comment Form

Al L3 1998

NAME: (Optional) ___Srepsd  Roos oo

ADDRESS: Ao foy Ypd1. yescossd) o <pee?

TELEPHONE: ( __ )
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FD143-1 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to nuclear materia|
management. The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is t
reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting
disposition of surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally
safe and timely manner. This would require the handling and transportatign
of the surplus plutonium. Transportation of special nuclear materials woulg
use DOE’s SST/SGT system. Since the establishment of the DOI
Transportation Safeguards Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system hg
transported DOE-owned cargo over more than 151 million km (94 million mi)
with no accidents causing a fatality or release of radioactive material.
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FD330-1

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. Us
of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order tg
produce electricity. Rather, the purpose of this proposed action is to safel
and securely disposition surplus plutonium by meeting the Spent Fue
Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified b
DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible a
unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity g
plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors
With immobilization or MOX, the material would be disposed of in the same
potential geologic repository.

Alternatives

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curren
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wag
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE wi
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission.
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STMC Sisu TeEcHNICAL AND MANAGEMENT CONSULTING
Ronawp C. LikaLa
Pace 10F 3

Ra: Comments on the Piutonium Disposition Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

! provided oral comments at the meeting in Richlang, Washington on the Draft
E15 and stated thet | would submit my comments in writing, which are on the
attached 2 pages.

Ronald C. Liikalaig?? Qgééa

STMC Sisu Technical and Management Consulting
718 Lynrwood Loop
Richland, WA 59352
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STMC Sisu TeEcHNICAL AND MANAGEMENT CONSULTING
RonaLp C. LikAaLA
Pace 20F 3

My three principal concerns abowt the draft ELS are 1) the alternatives seiected
for evaluation, 2) omission of & ¢ost-benefit analysis, and 3) the justification for
locating the MOX fus| fabrication facllty at SRS.

1) The altematives evaluated omits what eppears to me o ba & reasonable
alternative, namely: )
+ Pu Disassembly and Convarsion at Pantex;
» MCX Fusl Fabrication in the FMEF at Hanford;
« Pu Conversion and Immobilization at SRS,

Section 1502.14 of 40 CFR Chaplar V states, “agenciss shall rigorcusty explore
and objectively svaluate all reasonable alternatives, ang for alternatives which
were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the raasons for their being
eliminated.”

The reason why | believe it is rogsonable is because it takes advaniage of
existing infrastructure (i.e., Pit storage at Pantex, the FMEF at Hanford, and the
capabilities at SRS for storing and converting nonpit piutonium materials into
plutonium dioxide suiteble for immabilization coupled along with the
immobilization capabilities at SRS. Completion of the existing FMEF for
fabricating MOX fusl should cost lass than buliding 2 new fuel fabrication facility
at any of the DOE sitas.

2} A cost-benefit analysis was not included in the draft £15. | quastion whethar
the omission of such analysia is in keeping with ihe letterfspirit of NEPA.

t refer you to the Final Ganeric Environmental Statsment ont Use of Recycle
Plutonium in Mixed Oxide Fue! in Light Water Coolad Reactors issued by the
NRC in August 1976.

In a January 20, 1875 letter to the NRC, tha Presidents Council on
Environmental Quality expressad the view that, the draft EIS was incompleta
becausa it falled to present & deteiled and comprehensive analysis of the
envirenmental impacts of potential diversion of special nuclear matsrials and of
alternative safeguards pregrams to protect the public from such a threat. The
Council balievad that such a prasentation shauld be made by the NRC befors ite
finai decisions an piutonium recycle. Reflacting on this, the NRC took the rosition
that a cost-benefit analysis of atemative safeguards programs shiould be
prepared and sot forth in draft and final environmantal impact staterments before
any Commissian is reached in draft and fine! environmerntal impact statements.

FD320-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEPAS
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementatioE.
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively). TH&
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of proposed S
surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potentia%
environmental impacts. DOE has analyzed each environmental resource arg@
in a consistent manner across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparisqi®’
among the alternatives and among the candidate sites for surplus plutoniufy,
disposition facilities. '

nid snjdins
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As discussed in Section 2.3.1 of the SPD Draft EIS, the range of reasonab
alternatives analyzed was developed using equally weighted screenin
criteria. Over 64 options were evaluated, yielding a range of 23 reasonab
alternatives that met all the criteria. Options that involved siting the propose
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at three different sites were eliminated
because the goals of minimizing worker and public exposure to radiation
minimizing proliferation concerns associated with transportation, and reducin
infrastructure costs would not be met.

Ly ejudBidin
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FD320-2 Cost

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @pstrinalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time|as
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docu{@&it/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdd
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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STMC Sisu TeEcHNICAL AND MANAGEMENT CONSULTING
RonaLD, C. LikALA
Pace 30F 3

| believa that the draft EIS is incomplete without including the alternativa on Pit
Disassembly and Convarsion at Pantax, MOX fabrication in FMEF at Hanford
and Pu Convergion and Immobilization at SRS and by not including a cost-
benefit analysis of alternativas,

3) The draft EIS makes mention SRS is preferred for the MOX facility because
this activity compiements axisting missions and 1akes advantags or existing
infrastruchure and staff experiise. Thera was no delineation of in the draft EIS
how it compliments axisting missions or takes advartage of existing
infrastructure and staff expertise. Since the MOX facility will be leesad to the
contractor and tha contractor is responsible for obtaining a license from the
Nuclear Reguiatory Commission {NRC), | 2m wondering about whv DCE
focls its fisld office and current site contractors wili have a significart role in
the construction and cperation of the MOX facility. For example, hers at
Hanford, the Washington Power Supply Systam (WPPSS) leases the sita for
its plants from DOE and the role of the field operations offics is basically
limited to site-wide emergency planning. Safety, safsguards and security at
the WFPSS site at Hanford are the under the purview of NRC.

FD320-3 Alternatives

DOE does not plan for facility site contractors to have a significant role in thd
construction and operation of the MOX facility. The MOX facility would be
built and operated subject to the following strict conditions: construction
would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by thé¢
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the dispositior
of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. For reactor
irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating reactord
to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation would
be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

DOE entered into a contract with DCS to construct and operate the MO
facility at one of the four candidate sites evaluated in this SPD EIS. Thi
contract was awarded through a competitive procurement process. Singe
the MOX facility would use existing site services and infrastructure, the site
contractor would be responsible for supporting the construction and operatign
of the facility to the extent required to ensure availability of those serviceq
The DOE field office would also be involved to a limited extent, in its oversight
role for the entire DOE site, and for services such as those identified b
the commentor.
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MDO088-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges commentor’s opposition to the use of MOX fuel in
domestic, commercial reactors.
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FD301-1 Cost

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for involving existing facilities|
such as FMEF at Hanford to disposition surplus plutonium. However.
according to a technical review of available facilities and an independen
cost study, constructing new facilities is the option involving the least risK
and the best use of DOE’s limited resources. Frequently it is more expensiye
to try to retrofit for a particular mission a building that was originally designed
for another mission. While it is true that FMEF was originally designed to
produce MOX fuel for FFTF, it was not designed to accommodate a pi
conversion facility as well. Space requirements would make it extremely
difficult to use the facility for two missions.

—

Location of the MOX facility in FMEF by itself was never considered becauss
locating a single proposed facility at three different sites would not meet th
screening criteria of minimizing worker and public exposure to radiation,
minimizing proliferation concerns associated with transportation, and reducing
infrastructure costs.

D

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cog
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @pstrinalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docu{@&it/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatd
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions o
the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based o
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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ATTENMTION . DO
CC: C HASTINGS

®fax i-20% 225-3250 Wees

FD301-2 Alternatives

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curren
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wag
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutonium
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE wi
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regar
to the use of existing facilities.
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TRrRI-City INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL
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WAD18-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges commentors’ support for the hybrid approach. Pursuing
both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States
important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing eithgr
approach by itself.

TRI-CITY INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL

901 N. Colorado, Kennewick, WA 69336-7685 USA T-800-TRI-CITY  509-733-1000 509-735-6609 fax tridec@owt.com  www.owtcom/tride

WAD18-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEP,

(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementatid

regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively). The
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of proposed

SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potentia

RICHLAND, WASHINGTON . . .

AUGUST 4, 1998 environmental impacts. DOE has analyzed each environmental resource afjea
in a consistent manner across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparisgn
among the alternatives and among the candidate sites for surplus plutoniym
disposition facilities.

S

STATEMENT REGARDING THE
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY’S DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR

Thank you for the opportunity to present the views of our organization on this issue, which is of
great importance to the Tri-City area. The Tri-City Industrial Development Council (TRIDEC)
is a local non-profit organization whose interests are in the economic development and vitality of
this area. Our membership is composed of over 500 local business firms, individuals and
organizations having a commitment to the Tri-City area.

WAD18-3 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEP.
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementatid

As we have indicated in previous statements and testimony on this subject, we support the plans
to vitrify and dispose of the scrap plutonium containing materials in a national repository. We

also support the Department’s plans to dispose of the excess plutonium by irradiation in a 1
commercial power reactor through the use of a mixed oxide fuel (MOX).

However, we have substantial and significant concerns with the adequacy, objectivity, and

G60T1—-¢€

balance evident in the Draft EIS that we are commenting on tonight. This document as written is
so faulted that it should be withdrawn and extensively revised to reflect a comprehensive and
balanced assessment of the siting alternatives for the plutonium disposal program in accordance
with NEPA program requirements. The document as written does not provide such an
assessment. [ will illustrate some of our concerns in this regard.

e Scrap Plutonium Immobilization Facility

The draft EIS states that a selection of Savannah River as the site for this facility was made in
1997 in the NOI for this EIS. This selection decision was made in effect without the
performance of EIS evaluations. A review of the site impacts contained in this Draft EIS
does not show any significant difference between the sites from the construction of new
immobilization facilities. Consideration was not given in this Draft EIS to the construction
of new plutonium storage facilities at Savannah River to support the scrap disposal program.

It is recognized that Savannah River currently has a waste vitrification facility, the DWPF, in
operation, which would be utilized to encase the solidified plutonium disposal capsules.

regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).
accordance with CEQ Section 1502.14(e), DOE identified its preferred
alternative in the SPD Draft EIS so the public could understand DOE’Y
orientation and provide comment. Prior to the SPD Draft EIS being publisheq
DOE indicated using the can-in-canister technology at SRS would be part
DOE’s preferred alternative for immobilization. Although SRS has been
identified as the preferred site for the immobilization facility, this is only
DOE’s preference; it is not a decision. Decisions on the surplus plutoniun
disposition program at INEEL will be based on public input, environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, and national policy and nonproliferatid
considerations. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting ang
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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Hanford is in the process of awarding contracts for the construction of a waste vitrification
facility for the processing of its tank wastes, which could perform this same function.

The comparative environmental impacts at the two sites for the new facilities were
essentially equal. The additional cost for new plutonium storage facilities at Savannah River
were apparently not a factor in this evaluation.

MOX Fuel Fabrication Facility

The decision to locate this facility at Savannah River in preference to Hanford is based upon
the administrative decision that this program would complement other Savannah River site
missions and utilize existing site infrastructure and site expertise. Since DOE is currently
soliciting proposals from vendors for the installation and operation of the MOX process in
DOE provided facilities, this logic is questionable to say the least since Savannah River has
not had previous experience with either MOX fuels or commercial reactor fuel development
or manufacturing.

Another example of the lack of objectivity in this report is the utilization of a commercial
UFs—UO; commercial facilities located in North Carolina in the evaluations of Hanford.
Commercial facilities, which are located in Richland, should have been utilized in the
Hanford evaluations to provide a balanced perspective.

The most significant issue; however, is the lack of a cost comparison between utilization of
the existing Fuels and Materials Examination Facility (FMEF) at Hanford and the
construction of a new MOX manufacturing facility at Savannah River. In a time of limited
DOE budget the added costs for new unnecessary facilities can only reduce the already
constrained Environmental Management cleanup program funding. We understand that DOE
has studies available, which identify the potential cost savings available from the siting of
this facility in the FMEF. These studies should be available for public review, rather than not
addressing this issue in the Draft EIS.

A final issue is the rationale that the Hanford cleanup program is critical and should not be
distracted by new programs at Hanford. Savannah River has a critical cleanup program
underway which is of approximately the same yearly size as the Hanford program. What we
are really addressing in this case is management effectiveness and available EM program
funding.

The Governor of the State of Washington, Gary Locke, has stated in a letter to Secretary
Pefia that he would accept a MOX program at Hanford so long as DOE cleanup program
commitments under the TPA are met. (Copy attached for entry into hearing record.)

WAD18-4 Alternatives

For immobilization alternatives, modification of FMEF at Hanford was

considered, with construction of new immobilization facilities considered
only at SRS. In addition, this SPD EIS analyses assume that either th
SRS DWPF or the Hanford HLWVF would be available to support
canister-filling immobilization operations associated with the surplus
plutonium disposition program. DOE is presently considering a replacemen
process for the in-tank precipitation (ITP) process at SRS. The ITP procegd
was intended to separate soluble high-activity radionuclides (i.e., cesiun
strontium, uranium, and plutonium) from liquid HLW before vitrifying the
high-activity fraction of the waste in DWPF. The ITP process as presently
configured cannot achieve production goals and safety requirements fq
processing HLW. Three alternative processes are being evaluated by DO
ion exchange, small tank precipitation, and direct grout. DOE’s preferreq
immobilization technology (can-in-canister) and immobilization site (SRS) ar¢]
dependent upon DWPF providing vitrified HLW with sufficient radioactivity.
DOE is confident that the technical solution will be available at SRS by using
radioactive cesium from the ion exchange or small tank precipitation proces
A supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0082-S2) on the operation of DWPF and
associated ITP alternatives is being prepared.

WAD18-5 Cost

Because cost issues are beyond the scope of this SPD EIS, this comment
been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratiol€oBhAnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998) report and fRkitonium Disposition
Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Documen
(DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyse

associated with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site fit

http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.

WAD18-6 Alternatives

The preferred alternative for siting the MOX facility at SRS was chosen
based on the best information and analyses available; all sites were equal
considered based on this information.
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WAD18-7 MOX Approach

Depleted uranium dioxide is required for the ceramic immobilization of
plutonium, and can be used for the fabrication of MOX fuel. It could be
produced at a commercial site by the conversion of uranium hexafluoride
shipped from one of DOE's storage areas at a gaseous diffusion plant |n
Kentucky, Ohio, or Tennessee. The GE Nuclear facility in Wilmington, North
Carolina was used for the purpose of determining the potential environmentgl
impacts of the conversion of uranium hexafluoride to uranium dioxide as paift
of the surplus plutonium disposition program (see Section 1.5). Results gf
the environmental analysis indicate that the radiological risks of shipping
either depleted uranium hexafluoride or depleted uranium dioxide would likely
be minor, and would contribute little to the total risk of any alternative. Theg
decision on the source of uranium dioxide will depend on DCS, the team
selected by DOE to provide the MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation services

WAD18-8 Cost

Funds for the surplus plutonium disposition program and the environmentgl
cleanup program come from different appropriation accounts allocated b
the U.S. Congress that cannot be used interchangeably.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cog
associated with the various alternatives. The remainder of this comment
addressed in response WAD18-5.

qauawwon

WAD18-9 Alternatives

DOE believes that Hanford's efforts should remain focused on its curren
high-priority cleanup mission. The importance of cleanup at Hanford wad
taken into consideration in identifying preferred sites for surplus plutoniumn
disposition activities. However, no decision has been made, and DOE wi
continue to consider Hanford for surplus plutonium disposition or other
programs that are compatible with the Hanford mission, especially in regar
to the use of existing facilities.
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Pit Disassembly and Conversion

Hanford was again not considered for this portion of the plutonivm disposition program on
the bases of site cleanup and transportation issues. We have addressed the site cleanup
program issue above.

In regards to transportation, the Draft FIS displays an unusual display of creative but
fallacious logic in regards to transportation. By making the deciston to site the MOX facility
at Savannah River, the location of the Pit facility at Hanford would entail an extra
transportation step to move the pits from storage at Pantex to Hanford for disassembly and
conversion and then to Savannah River for MOX fuel manufacturing. This ignores the more
logical and economical approach of co-locating both the MOX fuel manufacturing and pit
conversion facilities in the FMEF at Hanford. This dual utilization of both processes at
Hanford would provide capital cost savings of over $500M. This potential cost savings
cannot be ignored. The current Draft EIS does not address the cost issue. We understand
that there is adequate space available in the FMEF for both of these process facilities with
appropriate separation to meet anticipated security and safeguards requirements.

We wish to make the following general statements in regards to this Draft EIS.

The draft EIS statement does not address the comparative costs of the preferred alternatives.
By eliminating this analysis the capital cost savings, which could be realized by use of the
Fuels and Materials Examination Facility (FMEF) at Hanford for the pit conversion and
MOX fuel manufacturing operations, have been ignored. Previous studies have identified
these savings at over $500 M in capital cost alone.

In considering inter-site transportation issues the EIS identifies an additional 2300 truck
shipments which would be required over the 15 year estimated life of the program for
location of the plutonium disposition facilities at Hanford. The comparable number of
shipments to the Savannah River site is estimated at 2500 over the same 15-year program
life. This leads to the conclusion that with both the new MOX and pit conversion facilities
located at one site there are no differences between the sites.

The draft EIS analyses a number of environmental issues for each of the four sites, Hanford,
Savannah River, INEEL, and Pantex. Although there are some differences between the sites
for the various environmental impacts considered, these differences are not significant and no
site is clearly less or more acceptable than the others from an environmental standpoint.

In the case of Hanford, the report assumes that a new spent MOX facility will be required to
be constructed adjacent to the FMEF, with the pit conversion process installed in the FMEF.
Previous Hanford studies have shown that both of these operations can be accommodated
within the FMEF with an adequate degree of security and process isolation provided.

Based upon current congressional budget policies the total DOE budget will be held
essentially flat or decreasing for the foreseeable future. In order to accommodate potentially
expensive programs such as the plutonium disposition and tritium production programs, it is
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WAD18-10

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversion
and MOX facilities using FMEF at Hanford. Of all the alternatives analyzed
in this SPD EIS, none include siting the pit conversion facility at Hanford and
the MOX facility at SRS.

Alternatives

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response WAD18-5.

WAD18-11 Cost
This comment is addressed in response WAD18-5.

WAD18-12

DOE recognizes that there is not a significant difference in the number o
intersite truck shipments if all of the proposed surplus plutonium disposition

Transportation

facilities were located at one site, either Hanford or SRS. However, there aj

larger differences, but still not significant, between some of the othe
alternatives analyzed in this SPD EIS.

WAD18-13 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s position on the lack of significant
differences in the environmental impacts of the alternatives reflected in thi
SPD EIS. A separate repdiipst Analysis in Support of Site Selection for
Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium Dispositio® E/MD-0009, July 1998),
analyzes the cost and schedule estimates for each alternative, and t
Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment
Resolution DocumefiDOE/MD-0013, November 1999), covers recent life-
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cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative. These repolts,

along with the SPD EIS and other relevant documents, will be available to th
decisionmaker and the public. Decisions on the surplus plutonium dispositio
program will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reporf
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

WAD18-14

DOE agrees that both the pit conversion and MOX facilities could be
collocated in FMEF at Hanford, and has analyzed this scenario a
Alternative 6B (see Sections 2.10.2 and 4.11). Also analyzed, a
Alternative 6A, is a scenario that involves siting the pit conversion facility in
FMEF and the MOX facility in new construction adjacent to FMEF.

Alternatives
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expected that the Environmental Management budget, which is a major portion of the total
DOE budget will be utilized in part for the required funding for these programs. Reductions
in the EM budget wiil impact Hanford cleanup programs, which are already underfunded.
Therefore, we do not see how the issue added program costs for the plutonium disposition
program can be ignored in an environmental assessment of the plutonium disposition
program.

There are a number of other issues in the Draft EIS where assumptions have been made
which are clearly prejudicial to a balanced and objective evaluation of the alternatives. In the
case of the supporting depleted uranium UFg to UO, conversion process it would be located
in North Carolina at an existing commercial facility due to its proximity to Savannah River.
A similar facility located at the Siemens plant in Richland was not considered in the Hanford
or INEEL evaluations.

The rationale for focusing on Savannah River or Pantex for the proposed facilities was based
upon the need for DOE management to focus on cleanup program issues at Hanford and
INEEL. This is an issue of requiring effective site management performance at these sites,
which should not be an issue in selecting a site based upon the EIS process. Governor Locke
supports Hanford for this mission.

This Draft EIS must be revised to give balanced consideration to the following issues:

Potential cost savings resulting from the use of the FMEF at Hanford must be considered.
The EIS is not credible without consideration of this issue.

The avoidance of new program assignments to Hanford in order to avoid the diversion of
effort from the cleanup program is a management issue — not an environmental assessment
issue.

There is no essential difference between the environmental impacts between the sites;
therefore, the least cost for the program is an environmental issue.

The data in the draft EIS clearly shows that actual transportation impacts between sites are
not significant.

The document as written clearly does not provide a basis for a selection decision between
sites. Only by omitting comparative costs and making assumptions favoring a specific site
can the preferred site conclusion contained in the draft assessment be supported.

The draft EIS is not a balanced and objective assessment. It must be extensively revised to
reflect an objective evaluation for it to be acceptable and without challenge.

An objective evaluation of comparative plutonium disposal program costs including facility
comparisons must be made. Current DOE studies and documentation regarding these costs
must be made available for public review.
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The Draft EIS as written does not comply with the legal requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act for a balanced evaluation of all feasible alternatives. This document
could be the subject of litigation if it is not withdrawn and reviewed to comply in all respects
with the National Environmental Policy Act. revizaes
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September 15, 1998

Mr. Howard Canter, Acting Director
Office of Fissle Materials Disposition
U.S. Department of Energy

PO Box 23786

‘Washington, D.C. 20026-3786

Surplus Plutonium Disposition
Draft Envi { Impact S

During the August 4, 1998 public meeting in Richland, Washington we submitted a statement
regarding the subject EIS. In this statement we identified a number of issues with the EIS related
to siting this program at Hanford which resulted from erroneous costing data faulty logic and
unsupported assumptions contained in the draft EIS. Specifically we were astonished at the cost
estimates, contained in the EIS, which did not identify the savings which would result from use of
the FMEF at Hanford for the plutonium disposition program.

The purpose of the Envir 1 Impact S process is to provide an objective, balanced,
and defensible evaluation of all viable alternatives to the proposed governmental action.
Envir ] Impact S that are severely flawed and which do not meet the criteria for

the evaluation of feasible alternatives, are subject to legal challenges and significant
programmatic delays. This EIS and its supporting documentation such as DOE/MO-0009 Rev.0
“Cost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons Usable Plutonium Disposition”
does not meet any criteria for an objective evaluation of reasonable program alternatives.

This document has a publication date of July 22, 1998, yet it was not made available for public
review and comment prior to the August 4 hearing in Richland. It has not been widely made
available to the public since that date. Perhaps due to the erroneous and faulty analysis
contained in this document your office has been reluctant to have it reviewed and commented on
by the public.

We have worked with local firms and individuals who are knowledgeable regarding the FMEF in
the review of the cost data ined in your d ion. These reviews indicated that the

cost estimates for surplus plutonium disposition alternatives are biased against the Fuels and
Materials Examination Facility at Hanford. Because of this ~ ~ estimates are of limited value
for comparing costs of different alternatives.

MD326-1 Cost Report

Neither the SPD Draft EIS nor the SPD Final EIS contain cost estimates. It{s
assumed the cost estimates referred to were observed in the associated fost
analysis reportCost Analysis in Support of Site Selection for Surplus
Weapons-Usable Plutonium Dispositi@OE/MD-0009, July 1998). This
comment has been forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideratid
The Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Commen
Resolution Docume(@®OE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent
life-cycle cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is availabje
on the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading
rooms at the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and
Washington, D.C. The information presented in the cost report was basgd
on the best information available from the candidate sites at the time it wgs
published. DOE continues to gather information on the costs associatqd
with constructing the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities and
has prepared the life-cycle costs document to address changes in the expe
costs as well as respond to public comment.
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Responses to the issues identified in the August 4, 1998, statement can
found under the comment identification code WAD18.

MD326-2 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE has prepared this SPD EIS in accordance with the provisions of NEP,
(42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the related CEQ and DOE implementatid
regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508 and 10 CFR 1021, respectively). Th
primary objective of the EIS is a comprehensive description of propose
surplus plutonium disposition actions and alternatives and their potentia
environmental impacts. DOE has analyzed each environmental resource a
in a consistent manner across all the alternatives to allow for a fair comparis
among the alternatives and among the candidate sites for surplus plutoni
disposition facilities. Use of FMEF in the surplus plutonium disposition
program is considered in this SPD EIS under Alternatives 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, and
Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based o
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy a
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.
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Qur analysis of your documentation indicates that installing a MOX line in the FMEF would
save just $40 million compared to building a new, stand-alone facility. It is not reasonable that
using an existing facility would save less than 10% of total Design and Construction Costs
(estimated at $530 million for a new, stand-alone facility).

Examination of the engineering documents from which these figures were derived indicates that
Total Estimated Cost (TEC) for Design and Construction of MOX at Hanford is $410 M for a
new facility and $340 M for the FMEF. This is less than a 20% reduction for avoiding the
construction of a 140,000 S.F. earthquake and tornado resistant, Category 1 facility.

Detailed analysis of the estimates reveals that they are based upon erroneous assumptions. For
example, both estimates assume a completely new HVAC system is required for the FMEF at a
cost of $36 M. This may be reasonable for a new facility but is not applicable to FMEF, which
already has a complete HVAC system for a MOX line.

The cost of upgrading the FMEF is estimated to be 65% of the cost of a new facility. This is not
reasonable with the FMEF costs significantly overstated. Previous detailed cost estimates
prepared at Hanford indicate that $24 M is required to modify the FMEF to accommodate MOX
program including $9 M in security upgrades.

The cost estimate for the FMEF alternative also includes $38 M for support equipment and
facilities that are not needed. All of the required capabilities already exist for the FMEF
alternative, Subtracting these costs from the FMEF estimate and substituting in the Hanford
estimate for building modifications reduces the TEC for the FMEF alternative to about $250 M
or about 60% of the cost of a new facility.

However, an independent estimate done at Hanford shows that the MOX process can be installed
in the FMEF for about $160 M. This represents savings of $250 M compared to the estimates
for a new, stand-alone facility. This estimate was prepared by staff knowledgeable of the facility
and was based on detailed equipment lists and glove box layouts. It was prepared and reviewed
by experienced estimators.

1t is clear that using the FMEF would be substantially cheaper than building a new facility.
There are also technical and programmatic risks involved with starting a new major systems
acquisition (MSA) in the current federal budget situation. The contingency will be higher fora
new facility than for an existing facility. The configuration of the FMEF is well defined and the
available space is more than adequate.

The FMEF alternative can be implemented on a shorter schedule than the construction of a new
facility., The design and construction of a new facility increases the risk of schedule delays and
budget cuts that slow progress and add to the overall life-cycle costs. The FMEF alternative has
the unrecognized benefit of being able to proceed immediately and the possibility of accelerating
the schedule rather than delaying it.

Finally, in order to understand the best possible benefit to DOE and the taxpayers, it would be
appropriate to allow the commercial fuel fabricators to provide their input regarding the

MD326-3 Cost Report

The cost analysis report and the life-cycle cost document are available on ti
MD Web site at http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms af
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C
The cost analysis report was posted on the Internet for public review shortl
after its release.

MD3264 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has be
forwarded to the cost analysis team.
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preferred option for a MOX fuel fabrication facility owned by DOE, but operated by the private
sector. Economic factors clearly favor utilizing and existing facility and the private sector is best
equipped to advise DOE on the relative eost advantages of using the FMEF.

Based on these identified deficiencies and erroneous conclusions in the EIS and its supporting

d ion we d that the d be withd and rewritten to provide a
factual, balanced, and objective evaluation of the program altematives including utilization of the
FMEF for both the pit disassembly and conversion process and the MOX fuel fabrication.

These actions on your part will avoid the potential programmatic delays resulting from potential
stakeholder legal action and congressional inquiries.

Thank you for your ideration of these
Very truly yours,

Vo

Sam Volpentest
Executive Vice President

C: Secretary Richardson
Senator Slade Gorton
Senator Patty Murray
Congressman Doc Hastings
Congressman Norm Dicks
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